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Abstract 
 Mating is fundamental for reproduction and family life and the drive to mate stands 
high on the hierarchy of human needs. Consequently, there are many theories and concepts 
regarding dating. However, studies done on this topic are usually conducted in a laboratory 
setting, while dating normally occurs in much less controlled conditions. This study aimed to 
test if several established dating theories (partner preferences, Attractiveness Halo Effect, 
(nonverbal) communication and expressions, mimicry and physiological synchrony) hold up 
in a more realistic real-life dating experiment. This study was conducted at public events and 
combined questionnaires, behavioural expressions and physiological measures (eye tracking, 
heart rate, skin conductance). Participants (N = 140) were formed into opposite-sex dyads and 
interacted three times during their ‘date’ (first impression, verbal and nonverbal interaction). 
Many of our findings were in line with previous research. Partner preferences seem to be in 
line with research; the Attractiveness Halo Effect occurred; participants were not accurate in 
guessing if they were liked by their partner; submissive behaviour reflected liking, sexual 
attraction and attraction to some degree, however results regarding affiliative behaviour 
contradicted previous research; only female sexual attraction is affected by submissive and 
affiliative behaviour; there is evidence that mimicry occurs; physiological synchrony affected 
females’ opinions, male date outcome and date outcome match. These results suggest that 
most dating theories and concepts to a certain degree hold up in real-life contexts. 
 Keywords: dating, real-life, partner preferences, attractiveness halo effect, nonverbal 
communication, mimicry, physiological synchrony 
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Finding a romantic partner is an important part for individuals living in complex 
environments that require social interaction and cooperation. In the age of dating applications, 
where one makes split-second decisions based on sometimes a single photo, people have a 
limited time to make a good impression. In consequence, when it comes to finding a romantic 
partner a first impression is becoming increasingly important. Indeed, research has shown that 
first impressions are made based on the first seen physical features (Bar, Neta & Linz, 2006). 
Moreover, being judged as attractive at the first impression affects more character judgments 
than just physical attractiveness alone (‘Attractiveness Halo Effect’, Langlois et al., 2000). 
For instance, people who are attractive are perceived as more occupationally and 
interpersonally competent (Langlois et al., 2000). Nevertheless, there are many other 
contributing factors to romantic success, such as: partner preferences (Sprecher & Regan, 
2002), verbal and nonverbal communication (Burgoon, Buller, Hale, & de Turck, 1984), 
mimicry (e.g. Farley, 2014) and physiological synchrony (e.g. Chaspari et al., 2015). 
Because mating is fundamental for reproduction and family life, the drive to mate 
stands high on the hierarchy of human needs. Therefore, it is important to know the processes 
surrounding relationship initiation. While most research in partner selection and dating is 
done in a laboratory setting on computers, in real life, dating takes place in real interactions 
and in less controlled settings. It is therefore important to find out whether or not these dating 
concepts and theories hold up in real life. To fill this gap, we conducted a real-life blind date 
experiment with the aim to test multiple concepts and theories regarding dating. We asked the 
following questions: What are males and females looking for in their partner? Is first 
impression really that important? To what extend can first impressions be altered effectively? 
What determines a successful first date? How does one know if their partner likes them? In 
order to answer these questions, this study combined questionnaires, behavioural expressions 
and physiological measures (eye tracking, heart rate, skin conductance) during both verbal 
and nonverbal interactions. Specifically, we will look at concepts such as partner preferences, 
the Attractiveness Halo Effect, (nonverbal) communication and expressions, mimicry and 
physiological synchrony, and the way they relate to mutual liking and interest in future dates 
or interactions.  
What are Males and Females Looking for in the Partner?  
Partner preferences. When looking for a romantic partner, people tend to have 
preferences as to what character traits they want a partner to have and compare potential 
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partners to these standards. Even though every individual has different traits they find more 
important, there are certain traits that consistently are deemed more valuable.  
 In general, it seems that people deem certain intrinsic qualities more valuable in a 
partner than external qualities that are traditionally seen as reproductive assets, such as 
physical attractiveness and socioeconomic status (SES). Warmth, kindness, humour (Sprecher 
& Regan, 2002; Regan, Levin, Sprecher, Christopher, & Cate, 2000), openness, 
expressiveness (Sprecher & Regan, 2002), intelligence, trustworthiness, and sociability 
(Regan et al., 2000) are traits that generally seem to be most desirable and important in a 
partner. Additionally, people seem to want someone that is similar to them, especially when it 
comes to attitudes, values, and interests (Regan et al., 2000).   
 Although seemingly less important, SES and attractiveness are still seen as valuable in 
a potential partner. Specifically, attractiveness is especially emphasised when looking for a 
short-term sexual relationship, and is more so seen as particularly important by males than by 
females (Regan et al., 2000). According to evolutionary theory, this is due to the fact that a 
male’s chances for reproduction are dependent on their access to fertile women (Buss & 
Barnes, 1986). Fertility of a female is often related to their age and health and certain cues 
that are seen as particularly attractive (clear skin, good muscle tone, etc) are often seen as 
strong cues for age and good health (Buss & Barnes, 1986).  
H1a: People want someone that is more attractive than them, especially males. 
On the other hand, females tend to place more value on the SES of a potential partner 
than males (Greitemeyer, 2007). According to evolutionary theory, this is due to the fact that 
a female’s reproduction is more limited than a male’s and therefore, they have to find a 
partner that is able to provide for them (Sadalla, Kenrick & Vershure, 1987). For both sexes, 
SES is seen as a more important attribute for long-term rather than short-term partners. 
Females prefer a partner with a higher SES, but males on the other hand seem to actually 
prefer a partner with a lower SES (Greitemeyer, 2007). Greitemeyer (2007) found that this 
preference is probably due to a belief in males that a female that is highly educated is more 
likely to be unfaithful (Greitemeyer, 2007).  
 Generally, people’s self-ratings seem to be associated with the qualities they want 
from their partner (Sprecher & Regan, 2002) and tend to want a partner with similar 
personality characteristics to their own (Figueredo, Sefcek, & Jones, 2006). This is especially 
true for women. Women who view themselves as particularly desirable (i.e. their self-assessed 
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value as a dating or marriage partner) tend to be more demanding when it comes to a potential 
partner. This trend is a lot less strong for men, however (Sprecher & Regan, 2002).  
 H1b: Self-ratings will be associated with ratings of a hypothetical partner, more so for 
women than men.   
 While there is an association with self-ratings, partner preferences generally are more 
idealized. When it comes to personality, preferred partners are usually more 
conscientiousness, extraverted, agreeable and less neurotic than people themselves (Figueredo 
et al., 2006). Additionally, desirable qualities (e.g. attractiveness, emotional stability, 
intelligence, humour) in a partner are generally also rated higher than a person’s self-ratings 
(Figueredo et al., 2006). However, when looking at people’s actual partners, they usually did 
not meet the personality standards set for the ideal potential partner (Figueredo et al., 2006).  
 H1c: People want a partner that is higher than themselves on humour, intelligence and 
trustworthiness.   
Are First Impression Really That Important? 
Halo effect and first impressions. Facial features are usually the first thing that 
stands out to another person, both in online dating and when meeting someone for the first 
time in real life. Therefore, a first impression is often based on these visual cues (Bar et al., 
2006).   
Being perceived as more attractive can positively influence someone’s opinion about 
you on more aspects than just physical attraction. (Langlois et al., 2000). In their meta-
analysis, Langlois et al. (2000) found that adults that were perceived as more attractive were 
rated more positively on many aspects, such as occupational competence, social appeal, 
interpersonal competence and being better adjusted. Additionally, people that were perceived 
as more attractive were overall even treated better than people perceived as less attractive 
(Langlois et al., 2000). This effect of higher attractiveness ratings affecting ratings and 
opinions about a person on other aspects, such as personality and behaviour, is called the 
“Halo Effect”.  
H2a: People rated as more attractive are also rated more favourable on other aspects, 
such as humour, intelligence, trustworthiness, more similar in personality, feeling a 
connection, sexual attraction and feeling a click (Attractiveness Halo Effect). 
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Earlier it was established that attractiveness seemed to be important especially for 
males. Accordingly, it seems that the attractiveness Halo Effect has a bigger impact on males’ 
first impression of females (Bak, 2010). In general, both males and females exhibit the 
Attractiveness Halo Effect when shown dating profiles with photos (Wang, Moon, Kwon, 
Evans & Stefanone, 2010). A study by Bak (2010) investigated the robustness of the 
attractiveness Halo Effect bias by showing participants an online dating profile (indicating 
typical information, such as age, sex, a short description about the person, hobbies, physical 
characteristics, etc.) with either a picture of an attractive or unattractive person that the 
participants knew was fake. The study showed that for males only this Attractiveness Halo 
Effect bias remained even when participants were aware that the photo displayed on the 
profile was fake. Females, on the other hand, no longer showed any bias towards profiles with 
more attractive photos when they knew the photo was not actually the owner of the profile 
(Bak, 2010). All in all, it seems that males are more affected by and form a more robust first 
impression of females, than females of males.  
 H2b: First impressions are more robust for males than females, meaning that females 
are more likely to change their mind about wanting to see their partner again (both positively 
and negatively).  
To What Extend Can First Impressions Be Altered? 
Nonverbal communication. Even though the Attractiveness Halo Effect seems to 
have a large effect on the way people view others, it is only a bias and it is possible to change 
someone’s mind about their first impression. Other than obviously providing a conversation 
partner with accurate information during a verbal interaction, nonverbal behaviour and cues 
can also convey new information and signal towards a conversation partner which can 
positively and negatively affect their opinion. These nonverbal signs can also facilitate dating 
behaviour by showing the partner that one is interested in them. In general, people seem to be 
not very good at predicting whether or not a love interest likes them back or not. In a speed 
dating study by Back and colleagues (2010), where participants engaged in several short 
dates, they investigated assumed and actual reciprocity of mate choice. They found that the 
belief that one is liked by a potential partner actually seems to be related to their own interest 
in this person, rather than their actual reciprocity (Back et al., 2010).  
H3a: People can not accurately predict whether or not their partner likes them and their belief 
will be associated with their own liking towards the partner.  
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 When wanting to signal interest in romantic relationship initiation with a conversation 
partner, one should display nonverbal signs of submission rather than dominance, since 
dominance usually signals that the communication partner is seen as lower in status and 
undermines signs of intimacy (Burgoon et al., 1984). Additionally, people conveying 
dominance to their communication partner are more often seen as fake. Submission, on the 
other hand, signals a friendly and nonviolent relationship initiation and a promise of intimacy, 
since it includes behaviours that throughout evolution were linked to mating and reproduction 
(Burgoon et al., 1984). Behaviours that show affiliation and/or nondominance will convey to 
the communication partner that one is “contact ready” (Burgoon et al., 1984). Affiliative 
behaviour includes actions such as eye contact, leaning forward and an open body position 
(Burgoon et al., 1984). They tend to convey intimacy, attraction, trust, closeness and caring 
(Fichten, Tagalakis, Judd, Wright, & Amsel, 2001). Nondominant behaviours include laughter 
and smiling, which also convey intimacy and closeness as well as ease and informality 
(Fichten, Tagalakis, Judd, Wright, & Amsel, 2001; Burgoon et al., 1984). Faking smiles and 
laugher, however, will have an adverse effect, as people tend to be able to distinguish between 
genuine and fake smiles and laughter fairly well. Being caught faking smiles or laughter will 
cause the conversation partner to view one as phony or arrogant (Burgoon et al., 1984).  
H3b: Submissive, affiliative behaviour (eye contact, smiling, laughter) will boost 
liking, sexual attraction and attraction. 
H3c: Submissive, affiliative behaviour (eye contact, smiling, laughter) reflects liking, 
sexual attraction and attraction. 
 Mimicry. Additional to individual behaviour, the interaction of behaviour within a 
dyad can influence opinions and relationship. That (unconscious) mimicry of a conversation 
partner can positively affect the relationship with that person or facilitate the conversation 
(For more details on the papers mentioned, see Appendix A).  
 The phenomenon of mimicry entails that when mimicking, either consciously or 
unconsciously, the nonverbal behaviour of a conversation partner interaction tends to be 
smoother and relationships tend to be more positive. Basically, people tend to automatically 
mimic nonverbal behaviour and gaze of a conversation partner more when they like this 
person more (Cappella & Palmer, 1990; Chartrand & Bargh, 1999; Farley, 2014; Fujiwara & 
Daibo, 2016; Grammer, 1990; Hess & Bourgeois, 2010; Kurzius & Borkenau, 2015; Lakin & 
Chartrand, 2003; Louwerse, Dale, Bard & Jeuniaux, 2012; Murata, Saito, Schug, Ogawa, & 
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Kameda, 2016). Additionally, one can improve the smoothness of a conversation or the 
relationship with their conversation partner by purposely mimicking them (Stel & Vonk, 
2010; Chartrand & Bargh, 1999). Furthermore, mimicry generally occurred during 
conversations and tasks (Fujiwara & Daibo, 2016; Chartrand and Bargh, 1999). 
This is a much-investigated topic that has recently also become popularised in 
mainstream media. For instance, the popular medium BuzzFeed discusses the topic in a video, 
viewed more than 1.5 million times, where they ‘test’ and describe the phenomenon as 
tricking people into liking them (BuzzFeedBlue, 2015).    
 H3d: There will be mimicry of behaviour between the partners.  
Physiological synchrony. Not only mimicry of nonverbal behaviours can positively 
affect conversations and relationships, but studies have shown mimicry in physiological 
signals do as well. Physiological Synchrony (PS), also referred to with many different terms 
such as physiological linkage, covariation and attunement, is the phenomenon that certain 
physiological activities between two or more people in an interaction can become 
significantly similar (Palumbo, 2016). This phenomenon is noteworthy since these 
physiological activities are not usually perceivable to (an) interaction partner(s) and are 
usually not controllable. Yet, over the years PS has been investigated and found in therapist-
patients pairs (Marci, Ham, Moran, & Orr, 2007), mothers and infants (Feldman, 2016), 
(married) couples (Chaspari et al., 2015; Chatel-Goldman, Congedo, Jutten, & Schwartz, 
2014; Ha et al., 2016; Helm, Sbarra, & Ferrer, 2014; Levenson & Gottman, 1983; Papp, 
Pendry, Simon, & Adam, 2013; Reed, Randall, Post, & Butler, 2013; Thomsen & Gilbert, 
1997; Timmons, Margolin, & Saxbe, 2015), friends (Slovák, Tennent, Reeves, & Fitzpatrick, 
2015), teammates (Mitkidis, McGraw, Roepstorff, & Wallot, 2015; Mønster, Håkonsson, 
Eskildsen, & Wallot, 2016) and strangers (Danyluck & Page-Gould, 2018; Golland, Arzouan, 
& Levit-Binnun, 2015; Kaplan, Burch, Bloom, & Edelberg, 1963; Konvalinka et al., 2011). 
For a comprehensive overview of literature and literature reviews on PS see Appendix B and 
C, respectively. 
PS occurs during different contexts and scenarios and can indicate both positive and 
negative relationships (Palumbo, 2016). It seems that synchrony during positive contexts 
occurs mostly with activity in the Parasympathetic Nervous System, while during negative 
contexts PS occurs mostly with activity in the Sympathetic Nervous System (SNS) (Palumbo, 
2016). The PNS and the SNS make up the Autonomic Nervous System (ANS), which is the 
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system of nerves that maintains the body’s normal bodily functions by regulating and 
controlling the internal organs and stimulating the release of specific hormones. The PSN and 
SNS work in an antagonistic way. The SNS main functions are to make localized adjustments, 
such as sweating when temperature increases and adjusting reflexes of the cardiovascular 
system. Additionally, the SNS especially activates during stress and the fight-or-flight 
response. Both the SNS and the PNS modulate the visceral organs, for example the SNS and 
PSN regulate the eyes’ iris and lens. The PNS controls salivary glands and respiratory sinus 
arrhythmia (RSA, the synchrony of breathing and heart rate) (Matthews et al., 2017).  
For example, during marital conflicts synchrony in cortisol, which is released in 
response to stress, is observed (Ha et al., 2016). Additionally, when people were primed with 
dissimilarity between each other, there was more synchrony is general SNS-activity (as 
measured by Pre-Ejection Period; Danyluck, & Page-Gould, 2018). On the other hand, RSA 
and heart rate (HR) seem to show more synchrony in positive relationships and contexts 
(Helm, Sbarra, & Ferrer, 2014; Konvalinka et al., 2011; Mitkidis, McGraw, Roepstorff, & 
Wallot, 2015; Slovák, Tennent, Reeves, & Fitzpatrick, 2014). Additionally, synchrony in 
pupil size is also related to positive relationships and trust (Kret, Fischer, & de Dreu, 2015; 
Kret, Tomonaga, & Matsuzawa, 2014). Nevertheless, synchrony in skin conductance (SC) 
seems to be an exception to Palumbo’s (2016) contextual classification. The SC is mostly 
regulated by the SNS and synchrony in SC does indeed occur in negative contexts, but it also 
regularly occurs is positive contexts. The general rule for SC synchrony seems to be that it 
occurs during contexts involving strong emotions and in strong relationships. For example, 
Chaspari et al (2015) found that in (married) couples there was more synchrony in SC during 
intense discussions and in couple with higher attachment (Chaspari et al., 2015). Additionally, 
Kaplan, Burch, Bloom and Edelberg (2011) found that during a casual conversation there was 
more synchrony in SC when the participants liked and disliked each other compared to when 
they felt neutral about each other (Kaplan et al., 2011). Finally, Slóvak, Tennent, Reeves and 
Fitzpatrick (2014) found that in conversations between friends there was more SC synchrony 
during conversation where the participants were more emotionally engaged (Slóvak et al., 
2014).  
H4a: Synchrony in heart rate, SC and pupil size positively predict date outcome, 
liking, sexual attraction and attraction.  
H4b: Synchrony in pupil size positively predicts perceived trustworthiness.  
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Current Study 
In the current study, we aimed to find out if established dating theories (partner 
preferences, Attractiveness Halo Effect, (nonverbal) communication and expressions, 
mimicry and PS) hold up in a more realistic real-life dating experiment. To test our 
hypotheses, we conducted a blind dating experiment at three public events, such as the 
Lowlands festival.  
A male and a female were randomly paired together and interacted three times: a first 
short glance, to give the first impression, then two 2-minutes interaction followed where 
couples were either allowed to talk or only look into each other’s eyes without talking. The 
study included questionnaires to record partner preferences, ratings of oneself and their 
partner, and dating outcomes. To investigate nonverbal and verbal communication and 
mimicry, behavioural expression, behavioural expressions were recorded throughout and 
coded afterwards. Finally, to investigate PS physiological measures (eye tracking, heart rate 
and SC) were collected throughout the experiment.   
Methods 
Participants 
In total, 140 participants were recruited and were formed into 70 opposite-sex dyads. 
Participants’ age ranged between 18 and 37 years (Male: M = 25.71, SD = 4.639; Female: M = 
23.45, SD = 4.265). Participants were recruited during three different events in the 
Netherlands: during Lowlands (a music festival that takes place yearly in Biddinghuizen), The 
Night of Arts and Science (a festival that bring art and science together in the city of Leiden) 
and during InScience (a science film festival in Nijmegen). To participate in the experiment, 
participants had to be single, between 18 and 37 years old (to ensure the age difference 
between the participants would not interfere with the dating success), had to have normal 
vision or vision corrected by contact lenses (normal glasses could not be worn underneath the 
eye tracking glasses). Furthermore, participants could not have or have had any psychological 
illnesses, use medication or be undergoing psychological treatment. Participants could not 
exceed a blood alcohol content of 0.5 grams of alcohol per litre (Dutch drinking limit).  For 
the behavioural analysis, one dyad was excluded due to a technical error, meaning 69 dyads 
were included in the behavioural analysis. For the physiological analysis an additional 15 
dyads were excluded due to loss or missing physiological data, meaning 54 dyads were 
included in the physiological analysis.    
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Procedure 
Prior the experiment. Participants were screened for exclusion criteria (see above), 
received the information about the study (see Appendix D), gave informed written consent 
(see Appendix E) and were asked to fill in some control questionnaires (materials) to control 
for psychological factors that could influence a person’s ratings of their partner or the general 
behavior during social interactions (e.g., Batson & Moran, 1999). In addition, participants 
filled in baseline ratings reporting on participants’ expectation and standards (e.g. how 
attractive, intelligent, trustworthy and funny their potential romantic partner should be). 
Subjects also rated themselves on the same items on the 0 – 9-point scales (see Appendix F). 
Prior entering the dating cabin (Figure 1a), two researchers (one for male, one for female) 
attached electrodes measuring HR and SC to the participants’ skin. They also helped 
participants to put on the eye-tracking glasses, which were calibrated afterwards. Without 
seeing their partner, participants entered the dating cabin, females first and after calibration of 
the equipment, the male partner. Inside the cabin, there was a table with two chairs on 
opposite sides. A white screen with fixation cross was placed in the middle of the table, 
separating the two participants and preventing the dyad from seeing each other (Figure 1a). 
Participants were instructed stay silent until they heard instructions via speaker. Upon eye-
tracking and SC calibration, participants were instructed to look at the fixation cross (at the 
closed barrier), while their baseline (30 seconds) physiological measures were collected. 
Cameras in the glasses recorded video and sound over the whole period of the dating 
experiment. See Figure 1b for the following outline of the experiment.  
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Figure 1. (a) Experimental set-up and measurements: The experiment took place in a habitable container (see 
Appendix I for the set-up). During the experiment the participants received audio instructions via a speaker 
which was controlled on a computer using E-prime (Psychology Software Tools, inc).  (b) Experiment outline. 
 
 First impression. The screen then opened shortly (3 seconds), giving the participants 
a first impression of their partner. After the first impression, participants looked at the fixation 
cross for 30 seconds to collect post-first impression physiological measures after which they 
rated their partner on the same (0 – 9) scales as they rated a potential romantic partner at the 
baseline. In addition, participants were asked to rate ‘how much they like their partner’ and 
how much they ‘think partner liked them’, how ‘similar in personality’ they thought the 
partner was and how much ‘connection’, ‘click’, and ‘sexual attraction’ they feel between 
them (See Appendix F). After the first impression, two additional interactions took place.  
 Verbal interaction. The visual barrier opened and participants were instructed to talk 
freely with their partner for 2 minutes. After this interaction the participant was asked to fill in 
the same scales as during first impression, plus rate their impression of the verbal interaction 
(See Appendix F). 
 Nonverbal Interaction. Then the visual barrier opened and participants were 
instructed to look into their partner’s eyes and not speak for 2 minutes. The purpose of gazing 
task was to engage the participants into an interaction that would elicit physiological arousal. 
Afterwards, the barrier closed and subjects rated their partner on the same 0-9 point scales. 
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Whether participants began in verbal or nonverbal interactions was counterbalanced (Figure 
1b). In the final ratings participants indicated ‘how much they think the other person liked 
them’ and ‘whether they want us to exchange their email addresses’. The pairs were also 
asked to predict whether they think their partner also wanted to exchange email (See 
Appendix F). Finally, they were debriefed (see Appendix G) and were asked to indicate 
whether their video recordings can be used for the next phase (see Appendix H; Permission 
for scientific use of your data). 
Follow-up. For ethical reasons, participants’ decisions were not revealed until the 
festival was over. Only if both of them agreed to exchange contact information, they have 
received an email with their partner’s email address one week after the study. They were 
asked if we could contact them again a few weeks later to ask if they were still in contact with 
their partner. 
Materials 
Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale (LSAS; Liebowitz, 1987). The LSAS is a 24-item 
questionnaire, which consists of 2 sub-scales, measuring social phobia (α = .96, according to 
Heimberg et al., 1999) 13 questions are related to performance anxiety and the remaining 11 
are related to anxiety in social situations. The items are Likert Scales ranging from 1 (not at 
all) to 4 (a lot) for fearing a situation and from 1 (never) to 4 (almost always) for avoidance of 
the same situation. Participants had to rate how fearful and avoidant they were of situations 
such as going to a party or meeting new people.  
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 
1988). The PANAS is a 20-item questionnaire, consisting of a positive (α = .86 to .90, 
according to Watson et al., 1988) and a negative (α = .84 to .87, according to Watson et al., 
1988) affect sub-scale. Participants had to rate to what extent they were feeling certain ways, 
such as interested, excited, scared or hostiles, at that moment. The items are Likert Scales 
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much).  
 Sexual Desire Inventory (SDI; Spector, Carey, & Steinberg, 1996). The SDI is a 
14-item questionnaire, measuring sexual desire. The questionnaire consists of 2 sub-scales, 
measuring dyadic (α = .86, according to Spector et al., 1996) and solitary (α = .96, according 
to Spector et al., 1996) sexual desire. Questions are both about thoughts of sexual desire (e.g. 
“During the last month, how often have you had sexual thoughts involving a partner?”) and 
experiences (e.g. “How long could you go comfortably without having sexual activity of some 
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kind?”). Four of the items are Likert Scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 8 (more than once a 
day), the rest are Likert Scales ranging from 1 (no desire) to 9 (strong desire).  
 Ratings. Participants filled in ratings before the experiment, after the first impression 
and after both the verbal and nonverbal interactions. All questionnaires included the same 
questions about the partner (or during baseline about a potential partner) in which the 
participant rated them on attraction, humour, intelligence, trustworthiness, similarity in 
personality, connection, sexual attraction and click, on Likert Scales ranging from 1 (not at 
all) to 9 (very). Additionally, during baseline, participants had to indicate how attractive, 
funny, intelligent and trustworthy they though they themselves were. Every questionnaire also 
contained a grid, in which the participants had to indicate their level of arousal and their affect 
and questions about how shy, awkward and confident they were feeling. Furthermore, every 
questionnaire (except prior-experiment baseline), asked how much they liked the partner, and 
how much they thought their partner like them? Finally, during first impression and during 
their last interaction, the participants was asked whether they wanted to see their partner again 
and whether they thought their partner wanted to see them again (See Appendix F for full 
questionnaires).  
 Physiological measures. Physiological measures were recorded on two computers 
using BIOPAC (MP150) and pupil diameter was recorded using the Tobii Pro Glasses 2. 
The Analysis Pipeline 
 Behavioural expressions coding. Behavioural expressions were extracted from the 
eye-tracking glasses’ videos made during the experiment by five independent coders. The 
beginning and end of specific actions were indicated. Open/ closed body position, hand shake, 
hand movements, face touches, vulnerable touches (touches of the wrist or the neck), smiles, 
laughter and head shakes were coded using the Tobii Pro Lab (Version 1.5, 5884). 
 Eye gaze. During the experiment, eye gaze was recorded using the Tobii Pro Glasses 
2. The eye gaze fixations during first impression and nonverbal interaction were automatically 
mapped onto the regions of interest on partner’s face and body using the Tobii Pro Lab 
(Version 1.5, 5884).  
 The regions of interest (ROIs). ROIs were drawn on snapshots taken at the start of 
interaction (size in pixels: 1079 x 605): Head, face, eyes, nose, mouth, body, right arm, left 
arm on static snapshot images of participants. The fixation that fallen outside of the ROI and 
were classified as background.  
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 The fixation classification method. The I-VT (Attention) filter (Velocity-Threshold 
Identification Gaze Filter) was selected to handle eye-tracking data from glasses recordings, 
which were conducted under dynamic situations since the subjects were constantly moving. In 
these situations, we use a large array of eye movements – fixations, saccades, smooth pursuits 
and VOR to help us keep our fovea aligned with objects and other visual features in the 
environment. Due to excessive movement, during non-verbal interaction, we used manual 
fixation mapping using The I-VT (Attention) filter. For details see Tobii Pro Labs’ Manual 
(https://www.tobiipro.com/siteassets/tobii-pro/user-manuals/Tobii-Pro-Lab-User-
Manual/?v=1.86). 
Calibration Correction. To control for calibration issues, snapshots were taken of the 
fixation focus point on barrier at the baseline (prior to interaction). In case the glasses fixation 
during baseline did not overlay the fixation cross. At the barrier shots, difference x and 
difference y was calculated for the coordinates between the glasses fixation and fixation cross. 
The ROI masks were moved with the difference in coordinates x & y.  
 Physiological measures. Physiological measures were collected through the MP150 
physiological data collection system (BIOPAC systems) and AcqKnowledge. Stimuli were 
administered in a computer monitor using E-prime (Psychology Software Tools, Inc.). The 
electrocardiogram was measured continuously at a rate of 20HZ. Pupil diameter was recorded 
using the Tobii Pro Glasses 2. For each dyad, the physiological (AcqKnowledge) files and 
eye-tracking (Tobii) files were loaded, synchronized, merged and saved in a combined 
physiological (PhysioData) files using house-made Matlab script. This script further generated 
a visual interface, which was used to visually inspection the synchronization and behavioural 
coding accuracy (e.g. correcting for missing smiles, laughs). Then, HR, SC and pupil diameter 
were analysed and artefacts in the data were removed using the PhysioData Toolbox (v.0.3.5).   
 SC Pre-processing. Phasic and tonic SC components need to be evaluated separately. 
Short-lasting changes in SC responses may be elicited by distinct stimuli or may occur in the 
absence of obvious external stimuli - “nonspecific responses” (Walton et al. 2012). The SCL 
tonic level just prior to the response ranges between 2-50 mS and the SCL phasic ranges 
between 0.05-5 mS. In order to determine whether a response has occurred—we defined 
minimum amplitude of 0.05 mS to be counted as a response (Walton et al. 2012). The SCR 
begins 1-3 second after stimuli (any sooner response would be anticipatory response and later 
response is unlikely to be related to the stimulus). The SCR will take up to 3 seconds to peak. 
Low-pass filter was set to 2 HZ. Having passed the peak deflection, the recovery begins - 
which refers to declining by 50% or 63% of the amplitude and lasts between 2-10 seconds. In 
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addition to these phasic measures, phasic SCR has been extracted with consideration of the 
high-intensity conditions, which likely results in overlapping EDRs (double peaks) during 
experimental interactions. The Physiological Toolbox generated area under the SCR curve by 
high pass filter (0.5 ms).  
 HR Pre-processing. The toolbox transformed the raw ECG signal into a HR. For this, 
the duration of each peak-to-peak interval of the ECG waveform (in milliseconds) was 
determined, and its reciprocal was used to compute the HR (in beats per millisecond). Then 
the obtained values were multiplied by 60,000 to convert them to beats per minute. The 
Physiological toolbox’s settings: First, the ECG signal was multiplied by 1 (x) to be converted 
to mV, (High pass filter: 1HZ, Low pass filter: 50HZ). Second, to detect the R-peaks and 
inter-beat intervals (IBI). Minimum R-peak value was set at 0.9mv, minimum distance 
between R-peaks (IBI) was set to 0.3 s, maximum IBI was 1 second. Furthermore, two HR 
bands were extracted: low frequency HR LF (0.04 – 0.15 Hz) and high frequency HR HF 
(0.15 – 0.4 Hz). 
 Pupil Pre-processing. Pupil-size data were smoothed with a 10th-order low-pass 
Butterworth filter. The Physiological toolbox’s settings: The allowable pupil size ranged 
between 1.5 -9mm, the speed-filter MAD threshold: 8n, absolute speed filter was set to 
infinite mm/ms, gap lower and upper bond was set between: 75 and 2000ms, Backward gap-
padding and forward gap-padding was set to 50ms, Residual-filter passes: 4n, Residual filter 
MAD threshold: 6n, Residuals filter low pass filter: 8HZ, Island isolation criteria: 60ms, 
minimum allowable isolated size: 100ms, Smoothing low pass filter: 4 HZ, To allow for 
cross-correlation the minimum interpolated gap was set to infinite ms.  
Cross-Correlations 
 After removing artefacts, the clean signals were exported to text files and down-
sampled to 100ms timeslots using Matlab script. For the two individuals in each of the 
couples, synchrony was detected between the signals of interest (HR, SCR, pupil) across the 
interaction (first impression, verbal and nonverbal interactions) and non-interaction 
(baselines, ratings) windows. To level of synchrony with quantified with windowed cross–
correlation and peak picking method (Boker, Rotondo, Xu & King 2002). For each pair of 
signals was examined using a sliding window of a fixed 8-second width, which moved in 4-
second increments from the beginning to the end of each 30s to 2-minute task. This choice of 
the window width and the increment size is arbitrary; other choices result in equivalent 
Physiological synchrony in dyadic interactions but with different details. However, the 8-
second width was deemed reasonable to capture two or three cycles of the signals, and 
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thereby establish a basis for detecting an occasion of synchrony between them. The 4-second 
increments allow the detection of changes in the synchrony on a moment-to-moment level. At 
each point, the cross-correlation was then computed between the signals over a range of lags, 
and the maximum computed value was selected as a measure of synchrony during that 
moment. The lag increment was set to one sample (100ms) and maximum lag was set to 4 
seconds. This measure is referred to as the Instantaneous Coupling (IC) strength. To estimate 
the time lag of the predictive association between two time series is to find the max peak IC 
value that is closest to a lag of zero. First, smoothing filter of 0.25 samples was applied to IC 
series. Peak was classified as maximal IC value in the IC series, under the assumption there 
were at least 2 monotonically decreasing samples on both sides of the maximal IC value.    
Cross-Validation Analysis. 
 To confirm that the discovery of synchrony in HR, SCR and pupil within each of the four 
couples in our analyses, we applied the same methods to two mismatched couples. For this, 
the male from one randomly selected couple was paired with the female from another 
randomly selected couple as one dyad, and this process was repeated to form a second dyad. 
Then the analytic procedures used in the empirical analyses were implemented to detect 
synchrony in HR, SCR and pupil of the two mismatched dyads, across the tasks and baselines.  
 
 
Analysis  
 Baseline. 
Self-ratings. One-sample t-tests were used to assess how participants rate themselves 
compare to average (4.5) on attraction, intelligence, humour, and trustworthiness (0-9 point 
scales). 
Hypothetical partner ratings. To test participants’ expectations, repeated measures 
ANOVAs compared self-ratings (attraction, intelligence, humour, and trustworthiness) with 
hypothetical partner ratings, with gender (male, female) as a between subject effect.   
Self-ratings & hypothetical partner ratings. Additionally, to investigate the 
relationship between a participant’s self-ratings (attraction, intelligence, humour and 
trustworthiness) and their ratings of a hypothetical partner, simple linear regressions were 
conducted for males and females separately.  
First impression. 
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Partner ratings. To test participants’ opinions of their actual partner compared to their 
wants in a hypothetical partner and their self-ratings, repeated measures ANOVAs compared 
ratings of the actual partner, the hypothetical partner and the self-ratings on attraction, 
intelligence, humour and trustworthiness, with gender (male, female) as a between subject 
effect.  
Additionally, to compare males and females on their first impression ratings (corrected 
for baseline), one-way ANOVAs were conducted on attraction, intelligence, humour, 
trustworthiness, similar personality, connection, sexual attraction and click, with gender as the 
factor. The baseline-corrected first impression ratings were calculated by subtracting the 
baseline ratings from the first impression ratings.  
Date again? To investigate how many participants wanted to date their partner again 
and how many dyads both wanted to date again, percentages were calculated. 
Halo effect. To investigate if the Halo effect occurred, Pearson correlations between 
ratings of the partner after the first impression on liking, attraction, humour, intelligence, 
trustworthiness, similar personality, connection sexual attraction and click, were calculated 
for both the entire sample and male and females separately.  
Liking and impression of being liked. Simple linear regressions were conducted to 
investigate whether there was a relationship between liking the partner and how much 
participants think their partner likes them, and between liking the partner and how much the 
partner actually liked the participant.  
Nonverbal and verbal interaction ratings. 
Changes from first impression. To investigate the influence of the verbal and 
nonverbal interactions on the ratings of the partner, repeated measures ANOVAs compared 
ratings of the partner (liking, attraction, humour, intelligence, trustworthiness, similar 
personality, connection, similar personality, sexual attraction and click) between first 
impression, verbal interaction and nonverbal interaction. Gender (male, female) and the order 
of interactions (verbal 1st, verbal 2nd) were used as between subject factors. The repeated 
measures ANOVA was conducted on the whole sample and on male and female ratings 
separately.  
Date again? To investigate how many participants wanted to date their partner again 
and how many dyads both wanted to date again after all the interactions, percentages were 
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calculated. Additionally, to investigate the number of participants that changed their mind 
from the first impression ratings, percentages about changing their mind to no, to yes and 
remaining the same, were calculated.  
Changing mind about date outcome. To investigate the possible reasons for changing 
their mind, an additional exploratory analysis was conducted. Repeated measures ANOVAs 
for “changed mind to yes”, “changed mind to no”, “remained yes” and “remained no” were 
ran, separately for both genders (male, female). The repeated measures ANOVAs compared 
ratings of the partner (liking, attraction, humour, intelligence, trustworthiness, similar 
personality, connection, similar personality, sexual attraction and click) between first 
impression, verbal interaction and nonverbal interaction.   
Liking and impression of being liked. The same method was used as on the first 
impression ratings.  
Nonverbal communication and expressions. To investigate whether liking, sexual 
attraction and/or attraction could be affected and/or reflected by submissive behaviour, a 
series of multilevel models were conducted. The model was nested within dyads, with the 
interaction time as a repeated measure with a first-order autoregressive co-variance structure 
(AR1). The predictors were male smiling, female smiling, male laughter, female laughter, 
interaction type, interaction type x male smiling, interaction type x female smiling, interaction 
type x male laughter, and interaction type x female laughter. In total, 6 multilevel models 
were conducted, with female liking, female sexual attraction, female attraction, male liking, 
male sexual attraction and male attraction as target variables. 
To investigate whether liking, sexual attraction and/or attraction could be affect and/or 
reflected by affiliative behaviour, another series of multilevel models were conducted. The 
structure of the model remained the same. The predictors were female looking at male’s eyes, 
male looking at female’s eyes, female looking at male’s face, male looking at female’s face, 
interaction type, interaction type x female looking at male’s eyes, interaction type x male 
looking at female’s eyes, interaction type x female looking at male’s face, interaction type x 
male looking at female’s face. In total, 6 multilevel models were conducted, with female 
liking, female sexual attraction, female attraction, male liking, male sexual attraction and 
male attraction as target variables. For all models, the outliers of the eye gaze data (badly 
calibrated) were removed as they had a significant impact on the outcomes. 
DATING THEORIES IN REAL-LIFE BLIND DATE STUDY 20	
Physiological synchrony. To investigate whether PS of HR, SC and/or pupil size can 
positively predict liking, sexual attraction and/or attraction, a series of multilevel models were 
conducted. The structure is the same as the models used in the nonverbal communication and 
expressions analysis. The predictors are EDA synchrony, pupil size synchrony, ECG 
synchrony, interaction type, interaction type x EDA synchrony, interaction type x pupil size 
synchrony, interaction type x ECG synchrony, EDA synchrony x EDA lag, pupil size 
synchrony x pupil size lag, and ECG synchrony x ECG lag. In total, 6 multilevel models were 
conducted, with female liking, female sexual attraction, female attraction, male liking, male 
sexual attraction and male attraction as target variables. 
To investigate whether PS of HR, SC and/or pupil size can positively predict date 
outcome, a series of multilevel models were conducted. The model was nested within dyads, 
without a repeated measure. The predictors were EDA synchrony, pupil size synchrony, ECG 
synchrony, EDA synchrony x EDA lag, pupil size synchrony x pupil size lag, and ECG 
synchrony x ECG lag. In total, 3 multilevel models were conducted, with female wants to date 
again, male wants to date again, and the match of wanting to date again as target variables.  
To investigate whether pupil size synchrony could predict trust, a series of multilevel 
models were conducted. The structure was the same as the structure used to investigate 
submissive and affiliative behaviour. The predictors were pupil size synchrony, pupil size lag, 
interaction type, pupil size synchrony x pupil size lag, interaction type x pupil size synchrony, 
interaction type x pupil size synchrony x pupil size lag. In total, 2 multilevel models were 
conducted, with female trust and male trust as target variables. 
Results 
What are Males and Females Looking for in the Partner? 
Baseline ratings. 
Self-ratings. One-sample t-tests showed that participants rate themselves significantly 
above average (4.5) on attractiveness (M = 6.07, SD = 1.271, t(129) = 14.078, p < .001), 
humour (M = 6.33, SD = 1.171, t(134) = 18.122, p < .001), intelligence (M = 6.93, SD = .99, 
t(135) = 28.66, p < .001) and trustworthiness (M = 7.72, SD = 1.233, t(135) = 30.45, p < 
.001). There was no significant difference in self-ratings between males and females. See 
Figure 2a. 
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Hypothetical partner ratings. Repeated measures ANOVAs revealed that participants 
are looking for a slightly better partner than they are (F(4, 124) = 12.335, p < .001; Figure 2a). 
At the baseline, both males and females were looking for a partner who is more attractive than 
themselves (Males: F(1, 65) = 8.72, p = .004; Females: F(1, 62) = 14.449, p < .001). Both 
males and females wanted a partner who is funnier than themselves (Males: F(1, 65) = 4.488, 
p = .038 ; Females: F(1, 62) = 39.131, p < .001). A significant interaction with gender (F(4, 
124) = 2.984, p = .022) implicated that in contrast to males, especially female are looking for 
partner who is funnier (F(1, 127) = 11.037, p = .001) and more trustworthy (F(1, 62) = 5.798, 
p = .019).  
Self-ratings & hypothetical partner ratings. Furthermore, a linear relationship was 
found between self-ratings and desired partner ratings. Linear regression showed that both 
males and females, who rate themselves as more funny, intelligent and trustworthy, also want 
a partner that is more funny (Male: F(1, 66) = 16.756, p < .001, with R2 = .202; Female: F(1, 
65) = 27.761, p < .001, with R2 = .299), intelligent (Male: F(1, 67) = 6.207, p = .015, with R2 
= .085; Female: F(1, 65) = 23.691, p < .001, with R2 = .267) and trustworthy (Male: (F(1, 67) 
= 15.682, p < .001, with R2 = .190; Female: F(1, 65) = 32.055, p < .001, with R2 = .330 ). The 
only exception was attractiveness, while more attractive females seek more attractive males 
F(1, 61) = 38.123, p < .001, with R2 = .385), males want a female that is attractive, regardless 
of how attractive they are themselves (p> 0.05). Figure 2b shows that men who rated 
themselves relatively low on attractiveness, still want highly attractive females. 
In sum, these baseline ratings implicate that participants rated themselves highly 
(above average on attraction, intelligence, humour, and trustworthiness). Furthermore, they 
had high expectations as they were looking for a partner that is similar but slightly more 
attractive and funny (and trustworthy for females; Figure 2a). This partly confirms our 
hypothesis that people want a partner that is higher than themselves on humour, intelligence 
and trustworthiness (H1c). As we hypothesised (H1b), there was an association between self-
rating and partner ratings (funny, intelligence and trustworthy). Finally, while females are 
looking for similarly attractive male, males are looking for attractive females (Figure 2b). 
This is in line with our hypothesis that people, especially males, want someone more 
attractive then them (H1a). 
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Figure 2. (a) Male (top) and female (bottom) baseline ratings for a hypothetical partner (blue) and self-ratings 
(red). * p < .05, ** p < .010, *** p < .001. (b) Relationship of male (top) and female (bottom) ratings for own 
attractiveness and hypothetical partner attractiveness.  
 
Are First Impression Really That Important? 
First impression ratings.   
Partner ratings. We used 3 x 2 mixed ANOVAs with ratings as within subject factor 
(baseline hypothetical partner ratings, baseline self-ratings, first impression ratings) and 
gender (male, female) as between subject factor. The results showed a significant difference 
between ratings (F(8, 122) = 16.379, p < .001). The ratings for the actual partner were 
significantly lower than participants’ baseline partner expectations, as displayed in Table 1 
and Figure 3a. Furthermore, Table 2 shows that both males and females rated their partner to 
be less intelligent and trustworthy then themselves (see Figure 3a). Additionally, we found an 
interaction effect with gender (F(8, 122) = 1.916, p = .010), namely females rated males as 
less attractive than themselves, while males rated woman similarly attractive. Interestingly, 
while female did not differ from males in their baseline ratings, additional one-way ANOVAs 
revealed that women rated their partner (corrected for baseline) significantly lower than men 
when it came to attractiveness (F(1, 134) = 5.020, p = .027), humour (F(1, 133) = 7.449, p = 
.007), connection (F(1, 133) = 10.751, p = .001), sexual attraction (F(1, 132) = 20.67, p < 
.001), and click (F(1, 130) = 7.576, p = .007).  
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Table 1 
Repeated measures ANOVA, hypothetical partner at baseline vs. first impression actual partner 
 Male Female 
 Mean Change F(1, 64) Mean Change F(1,65) 
Attraction -.815 14.272*** -1.455 32.274*** 
Funny -.569 8.644** -1.288 33.959*** 
Intelligent -.708 18.695*** -.864 17.412*** 
Trustworthy -.985 27.07*** -1.485 67.327*** 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
	
Table 2  
Repeated measures ANOVA, self-ratings vs. first impression actual partner 
 Male Female 
 Mean Change F(1, 64) Mean Change F(1,62) 
Attraction -.246 1.247 -.921 11.471** 
Funny -.200 .829 -.429 2.765 
Intelligent -.554 11.594** -.635 10.596** 
Trustworthy -.954 16.254*** -1.190 32.618*** 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
		
Date again? These ratings suggest that after the first impression participants were on 
average disappointed about their dating partner, especially females. Still, almost half of the 
participants, 41.6% (35 males, 22 females), wanted to date their partner again, which is a 
quite substantial amount, given that we matched participants completely at random. However, 
only in 15.9% (22 dyads) of the dyads both partners wanted to date each other.  
Halo effect. To determine which partner characteristics correlate with liking, we 
carried out Pearson correlations between different first impressions’ ratings. It becomes 
apparent that whether or not participants liked their partner in the first impression was most 
closely associated to how attractive they found their partner (r = .845, p < .001). This 
confirmed attraction and liking are very closely related. Furthermore, more attractive partners 
were rated as funnier than less attractive partners (r = .424, p < .001) and females rated 
attractive males as more intelligent (r = .346, p = .004), while male did not have this 
association. Interestingly, attractive partners were rated as more similar in personality (r = 
.436, p < .001), participants reported that they feel more connected to them (r = .532, p < 
.001), and that there is more sexual attraction (r = .673, p < .001) and ‘click’ between them (r 
= .615, p < .001). This association was found in both males and females (Full tables with all 
Pearson correlations can be found in Appendix J).  
Liking and impression of being liked. A simple linear regression reveals that 
participants that like their partner more, also thought that their partner likes them (F(1, 135) = 
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25.570, p < .001, with R2 = .159). Nevertheless, in reality, there was no correlation between 
how much participants like their partner and how much they were liked (p > 0.05, Figure 3b).  
In sum, the results suggest that participants generally were disappointed with their 
partners, as overall the ratings for their partner were significantly lower than their 
expectations for a potential partner. Nevertheless, 42.6% wanted to date their partner again 
and 15.9% of dyads matched. Furthermore, confirming our hypothesis (H2a), participants 
rated as more attractive were also rated more positively on the other aspects (humour, 
intelligence, similar in personality, feeling a connection, sexual attraction and click), except 
for trustworthiness. Finally, as we hypothesised (H3a), participants did not accurately predict 
whether their partner liked them or not. Instead, their belief that their partner liked them was 
associated with their own liking for the partner.  
Figure 3. (a) Male (top) and female (bottom) baseline self-ratings (red), hypothetical partner ratings (blue) and 
actual partner first impression ratings (green). * p < .05, ** p < .010, *** p < .001. (b) Relationship between 
liking partner and perceived being like (top), and between liking partner and actually being liked (bottom). 	
To What Extend Can First Impressions Be Altered?	
Nonverbal and verbal interaction ratings.  
Changes from first impression. To investigate the influence of the verbal and 
nonverbal interactions on participants’ ratings, repeated measures ANOVAs compared ratings 
of the partner (liking, attraction, humour, intelligence, trustworthiness, similar personality, 
connection, similar personality, sexual attraction and click) between interactions (first 
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impression, verbal interaction and nonverbal interaction). Gender (male, female) and the order 
of interactions (verbal 1st, verbal 2nd) were used as between subject factors.  
Compared to initial first impression, after verbal and nonverbal interactions (main 
effect) participants rated their partner more intelligent (F(2, 260) = 8.633, p < .001), 
trustworthy (F(2, 260) = 5.375, p = .005), felt more connection (F(2, 260) = 16.086, p < .001) 
and click (F(1, 260) = 11.502, p < .001), and liked their partner more (F(1, 260) = 7.735, p = 
.001). Given the short period of interaction time, it is worth noticing that these changes were 
quite large.  
When looking at males and females separately (see Table 3), after the verbal 
interaction compared to the first impression, both males and females felt more connected, 
more click and liked their partner more. Additionally, males perceived females more 
intelligent. 
After the nonverbal interaction compared to the first impression, both males and 
females felt more connected to their partner. Additionally, males perceived the female as 
more intelligent. Strikingly, after the nonverbal interaction females perceived their partner as 
more attractive, sexual attraction and click with them and liked their partner more.  
Furthermore, when interacting verbally first, females felt significantly more sexual 
attraction (F(1, 64) = 7.897, p = .007) and more click (F(1, 64) = 9.279, p = .003) with their 
partner than if they interacted nonverbally first. The order of the interactions had no influence 
on the rating of males. This suggests that direct eye contact is particularly appealing for 
females as compared to males and females’ attraction grows if they talk first, before engaging 
in direct eye contact.  
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Table 3 
Repeated measures ANOVA, changes from First Impression 
 Ratings 
 Inter. 
Type 
  
N Mean Change 
Std. 
Deviation p p females p males 
Attraction V 136 0.0956 1.34373 0.238 0.202 0.751 
 
NV 135 0.1926 1.25482 0.056 0.028 0.811 
Funny V 136 -0.2647 1.62952 0.125 0.067 0.709 
 
NV 134 -0.0224 1.60575 0.959 0.88 0.936 
Intelligence V 136 0.4118** 1.47307 0.001 0.14 0.002 
 
NV 134 0.306** 1.19666 0.005 0.097 0.022 
Trustworthiness V 136 0.3015* 1.4315 0.019 0.072 0.126 
 
NV 134 0.306* 1.19666 0.006 0.075 0.027 
Similarity V 135 0.1556 1.75289 0.238 0.364 0.45 
 
NV 133 0.2707* 1.51321 0.036 0.112 0.171 
Connection V 137 0.6861*** 1.86592 < .001 0.003 0.009 
 
NV 136 0.7279*** 1.63057 < .001 < .001 0.006 
Sex. Attraction V 137 0.0949 1.44956 0.323 0.086 0.939 
 
NV 134 0.4403** 1.49943 0.001 < .001 0.201 
Click V 131 0.5563*** 1.61157 < .001 0.01 .002 
 NV 131 0.5152*** 1.62746 < .001 < .001 .145 
Liking V 138 0.3913*** 1.36929 < .001 0.004 0.027 
 
NV 136 0.2353* 1.28372 0.02 0.002 0.922 
V: Verbal, NV: Non-verbal, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 
Date again? These results suggest that participants update their first impression 
judgement over the course of the date. To determine the extent to which social interactions 
alter first impression, at the end of the date we asked participants once more whether they 
wanted to see their partner again. In total, 81.2% (57 males, 51 females) remained with their 
original first impression judgement and 18.8% (9 males, 16 females) of the participants 
changed their mind from the first impression (see Figure 4a). From those who changed their 
mind, 11 changed their mind from yes to no 8.3%, 4 males, 7 females), and the remaining 14 
changed their mind from no to yes (10.5%, 5 males, 9 females). In the end, this resulted in 
15.9% (22 dyads) matched couples, which is the same as during the first impression. 
Changing mind about date outcome. To gain some insight into why participants 
changed their mind or remained with their original judgement, an additional exploratory 
analysis was conducted. We grouped participants into groups according to whether they 
changed their mind about dating their partner from first impression to the end of the 
interactions. We then conducted repeated measures ANOVAs to compare how first 
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impression ratings changed after verbal and nonverbal interactions within these groups 
(results are displayed in Table 4). 
 Intriguingly, if males wanted to date their partner after first impression and kept this 
choice at the end of the date (remained yes), their positive associations with this female 
strengthened: they liked the female more and perceived her as more funny, intelligent, 
trustworthy, similar (in terms of personality) and they report that there is more connection and 
click between them after the interactions. Similarly to men, when females remained with their 
choice of wanting to see the male again, there was a positive increase in their ratings for the 
male, especially during the nonverbal interaction (e.g. trustworthy, similar in personality, 
connection, click and liking all increased during the nonverbal interaction). 
 When men did not want to date their partner after the first impression and kept this 
decision (remained no), non of the females’ scores changed after the interactions. In other 
words, social interaction did not significantly alter males’ first impression judgements. On the 
other hand, when females originally say no to wanting to see the male again and they remain 
with this choice, there is still some increase in connection, click and sexual attraction, mainly 
during the nonverbal interaction, but they seem to find them less funny. This suggests that 
compared to men, females are more flexible to change first impression judgements, especially 
if the initial impression is negative.  
 Furthermore, for males the main factor that predicted the change from not wanted to 
see the female again at first impression to wanting to see her again at the end (change no to 
yes) was an increase in sexual attraction and click during the nonverbal interactions. In 
contrast, for females’ ratings to change from no to yes, much more change needs to happen, 
with most of the ratings increasing (except for trustworthiness). 1   
 Finally, for both males and females when they initially said yes but changed their 
mind to no (change yes to no), non of the ratings changed after the interactions. In other 
words, there needs to be some strengthening of positive associations for participants to keep 
wanting to date their partner. 
																																								 																				
1	This	is	especially	interesting	when	considering	that	during	qualitative	analyses,	we	found	that	multiple	
females	changed	their	mind	about	their	partner	when	their	partner	in	some	way	indicated	that	they	were	
intelligent	(verbal	interaction,	intelligence),	for	example	by	mentioning	they	are	a	doctor.	
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  Nevertheless, given the small sample size and exploratory nature of this analysis, 
these observations are largely preliminary and more research need to be done to support these 
results. 
Table 4 
Repeated Measures ANOVA, Mean Changes from First Impression  
 
  Change no to yes Change yes to no Remained yes Remained no 
 
  Male (N=5) 
Female 
(N=9) 
Male 
(N=4) 
Female 
(N=7) 
Male 
(N=30) 
Female 
(N=14) 
Male 
(N=27) 
Female 
N=37) 
Attraction V 0.25 1.33* 0 -1 0.407 0.286 -0.259 0.2 
 
NV 0.5 1.22* 0 0.429 0.185 0.286 -0.148 0.286 
Funny V 0.25 1.22 -1.25 -1.143 .63** -0.071 -0.667 -.686* 
 
NV 0.75 1.33* -1.5 -0.286 .593** 0.286 -0.481 -0.286 
Intelligent V 0.5 1.667** -1 -0.857 1.18*** 0.5 0.259 0.086 
 
NV 0.75 1.11 -0.25 -0.143 .926*** 0.643 -0.148 0.057 
Trustworthy V 0 0.556 0 -0.286 0.481 0.286 0.222 0.343 
 
NV 0.5 0.111 -0.25 0.143 .444* .714* 0.259 0.171 
Similar  V -0.25 1.556* -0.5 -0.714 .593* 0.786 -0.111 -0.171 
 
NV 0.5 1.111* -0.5 0.286 .852** 1.00* -0.185 -0.171 
Connection V 0.25 2.222** 0.25 0.143 1.185** 0.357 0.259 .743* 
 
NV 0.25 2.333** -0.75 0.286 1.00*** .857* 0.37 .771* 
Sexual Atr. V 0 1.889** -1.25 -0.143 0.444 -0.071 -0.148 0.086 
 
NV 1.75* 1.556** -1.5 0.143 0.593 0.5 0.037 .571* 
Click V 1.5 2.33*** 0.25 -0.143 1.07*** 0.5 0.259 0.257 
 
NV 2.25* 2.111** -1 -0.571 .815*** .929* -0.222 .657** 
Liking V 0.25 1.333* -0.5 -0.286 .556* .714* 0.407 0.371 
 
NV 0.5 .889* -0.25 0.143 .333* .786** -0.259 0.371 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
	
Final rating: liking and impression of being liked. A simple linear regression showed 
that the correlations between liking a partner and the impression of being liked by the partner 
is still present at the final ratings. In fact, the association became even stronger than during 
first impression (F(1, 134) = 50.510, p < .001). Yet, in reality, there was no correlation 
between how much participants like their partner and how much they were liked (p > 0.05, 
see Figure 4b).  
 In summary, first impression can indeed be altered. After the interactions many of the 
ratings changed compared to the first impression, mostly for the better (intelligence, 
trustworthiness, connection, click, liking). Females’ ratings seem to be especially affected by 
the nonverbal interaction (inducing an increase in attraction, connection, sexual attraction, 
click and liking). 18.8% of participants changed their mind about wanting to date their partner 
again, of which 16 females and merely 9 males. This confirms our hypothesis that first 
impressions are more robust for males than for females, in that females are more likely to 
change their mind about wanting to see their partner again (H2b). Furthermore, the hypothesis 
that people can not accurately predict whether their partner likes them and that their belief of 
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being liked was associated with their own liking, was still confirmed after the interactions and 
the association had even strengthened from the first impression (H3a).  
 
Figure 4. (a) Percentages of participants that changed their mind about wanting to date their partner again. (b) 
Relationship between liking partner and perceived being like (top), and between liking partner and actually being 
liked (bottom). 
 
Nonverbal communication and expressions. Now that we established that 
participants are able to update the first impression of their partner, we wondered what the 
underlying causes of these changes were. In order to answer this, as series of multilevel 
models, with the time of interaction as a repeated measure (AR1), were conducted to test 
whether or not submissive (smiling, laughter) and/or affiliative (eye contact) behaviour 
improves and/or predicts attraction, sexual attraction and liking (see Methods for the full 
structure of the models; full result tables for significant results can be found in Appendix K).   
Submissive signals reflecting romantic interest. First of all, we tested whether 
females’ and males’ frequency of smiling and laughing reflected on their romantic interest.  
The results showed that females’ attraction was significantly reflected by how much 
the female smiled (F(1, 147) = 4.029, p = .047; see Table K1), the more the female smiled, 
the more the female was attracted to the male (β = .564, SE = .514, CI (-.0451, 1.579), p = 
.274). Female liking was reflected by how much the female laughed (F(1, 147) = 9.927, p = 
.002; see Table K2), the more the female laughed, the more the females liked the male (β = 
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4.981, SE = 1.597, CI (1.826, 8.136), p = .002). Female sexual attraction was not reflected by 
submissive signals.  
Male sexual attraction was reflected by how much the male smiled (F(1, 146) = 3.991, 
p = .048; see Table K3). The more the male smiled, the more sexually attracted he felt 
towards his partner (β = 2.225, SE = .729, CI (0.785, 3.665), p = .003). Neither male 
attraction or liking was reflected by submissive behaviour.  
Submissive signals influencing romantic interest. We then tested how submissive 
signals affect female’s and male’s attraction, sexual attraction and liking.  
Female sexual attraction was significantly affected by male laughter (F(1, 147) = 
8.526, p = .004; see Table K4). The more the male laughed, the more sexually attracted the 
female felt towards him (β = 11.105, SE = 3.876, CI (3.445, 18.765), p = .005). Neither 
female attraction or liking was affected by submissive behaviour.  
Male attraction, liking and sexual attraction were not affected by submissive 
behaviour. 
 Affiliative signals reflecting romantic interest. Next, we tested is females and males 
looking in their partner’s eyes or at their partner’s face reflected their attraction, sexual 
attraction and liking.  
 Females looking away from the males’ faces significantly reflected their attraction 
(F(1, 21) = 12.003, p = .002; see Table K5), liking (F(1, 21) = 7.974, p = .010; see Table K6) 
and sexual attraction (F(1, 21) = 17.676, p < .001; see Table K7). The more females looked at 
males’ faces, the less attracted they were to their partner (β = -4.217, SE = 1.881, CI (-8.129, -
.306), p = .036), the less they liked their partner (β = -3.173, SE = 1.818, CI (-6.954, .607), p 
= .096), and the less sexual attraction they felt for their partner (β = -5.324, SE = 1.582, CI (-
8.613, -2.034), p = .003).  
 Male attraction, liking and sexual attraction were not reflected by affiliative behaviour.  
 Affiliative signals influencing romantic interest. Finally, we tested if affiliative 
behaviour could affect attraction, sexual attraction and liking.  
 Female sexual attraction was affected by males looking at females’ faces (F(1, 21) = 
7.740, p = .011; see Table K7). The more males looked at females’ faces, the more sexually 
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attracted females were to the males (β = 1.715, SE = 1.278, CI (-.942, 4.373), p = .194). 
Neither females’ attraction or liking was affected by affiliative behaviour.  
Male attraction, liking and sexual attraction were not affected by affiliative behaviour. 
 In sum, submissive signals reflect female attraction and liking, and male sexual 
attraction. This is partly in line with our hypothesis, which states that submissive signals 
reflect attraction, sexual attraction and liking (H3c). In contrast, affiliative signals negatively 
reflect females’ attraction, sexual attraction and liking. This is opposite from our hypothesis, 
which states that affiliative signals positively reflect those aspects (H3c). Finally, our 
hypothesis that attraction, sexual attraction and liking are influenced by submissive, affiliative 
behaviour (H3b) is partly confirmed, as only female sexual attraction was affected by both 
submissive and affiliative signals.  
Mimicry. To investigate if there is evidence for mimicry, several simple linear 
regressions were conducted to test the association between male’s and female’s expressions. 
First of all, we found a significant association between males and females looking at each 
other’s faces (F(1, 157) = 8.421, p = .004, with R2 = .051) and males and females looking at 
each other’s head (F(1, 156) = 161.250, p < .001, with R2 = .508). This indicates that 
participants reciprocated each other’s gaze fixations, which signals social attention.  
Furthermore, we found a significant positive association between female and male 
smiling (F(1,160) = 15.491, p < .001, with R2 = .088; see Figure 5a), laughter (F(1, 160) = 
19.672, p < .001, with R2 = .109; see Figure 5b) and head shaking (F(1, 160) = 12.141, p = 
.001, with R2 = .071; see Figure 5c). This indicates that there is mimicry between partners, 
confirming our hypothesis (H3d).  
Figure 5. Associations between males’ and females’ (a) laughter, (b) smiling, (c) head shaking 
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Physiological synchrony.  
PS predicting sexual attraction, attraction and liking. To investigate whether 
synchrony of pupil size, HR and SC can predict sexual attraction, attraction and/or liking, a 
series of multilevel models, with the time of interaction as a repeated measure (AR1), were 
conducted (see Methods for the full structure of the models; full result tables for significant 
results can be found in Appendix K).    
Female sexual attraction was significantly affected by the interaction between EDA 
synchrony x EDA lag (F(1, 83) = 5.513, p = .021; see Table K8). Specifically, females 
became more sexually attracted to males if their EDA synchronised with male’s EDA (β = 
.033, SE = .014, CI (.005, .061), p = .021).  
Female liking was significantly affected by the interaction between general pupil 
synchrony x pupil lag (F(1, 114) = 17.755, p < .001; see Table K9). More specifically, 
females liked males more if their pupil size synchronised with the male’s pupil size (β = -
.273, SE = .065, CI (-.402, -.145), p < .001). Additionally, female liking was significantly 
affected by the interaction between general ECG synchrony x ECG lag (F(1, 114) = 6.405, p 
= .013; see Table K9). More specifically, females liked males more if their ECG synchronised 
with the male’s ECG (β = .018, SE = .0007, CI (.004, .032), p = .013).  
Female attraction was significantly affected by pupil synchrony (F(1, 111) = 5.041, p = 
.027; see Table K10). Females were more attracted to males if there was more pupil 
synchrony (β = .023, SE = .085, CI (-.146, .192), p = .790). Additionally, female attraction 
was significantly affected by the interaction between general pupil synchrony x pupil lag 
(F(1, 111) = 6.925, p = .010; see Table K10). Specifically, females were more attracted to 
males if their pupil size synchronised with the male’s pupil size (β = -.190, SE = .072, CI (-
.334, -.047), p = .010). 
Male sexual attraction, liking and attraction were not affect by PS.  
PS predicting date outcome. Next, to investigate whether synchrony of pupil size, HR and 
SC can predict date outcome, a series of multilevel models were conducted (see Methods for 
the full structure of the models).  
Whether or not a male wants to date their partner again at the end of the experiment was 
significantly affected by the interaction between ECG synchrony x ECG lag (F(1, 116) = 
5.073, p = .026; see Table K11). Specifically, males were more likely to want to date their 
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partner again if their ECG synchronised with the female’s ECG (β = .039, SE = .017, CI 
(.005, .073), p = .026).  
Whether or not females wanted to date their partner again was not affected by PS.  
Finally, the match between partners both wanting to see each other again was significantly 
affected by the interaction between ECG synchrony x ECG lag (F(1, 121) = 11.124, p = .001; 
see Table K12). Specifically, participants were more likely to both want to see each other 
again if their ECG synchronised (β = .083, SE = .025, CI (.034, .132), p = .001).  
Pupil synchrony predicting perceived trustworthiness.  
To investigate whether synchrony of pupil size can predict perceived trustworthiness, a 
series of multilevel models were conducted (see Methods for the full structure of the models). 
Perceived trustworthiness was not affected by synchrony of pupil size.  
To summarise, our hypothesis that synchrony in pupil size, HR and SC could predict 
liking, sexual attraction and attraction (H4a) was to some degree confirmed for females (SC 
synchrony predicted sexual attraction, pupil size and HR synchrony predicted liking and pupil 
size synchrony predicted attraction), but not for males. Additionally, our hypothesis that PS 
could predict date outcome (H4a), was also partly confirmed. HR synchrony predicted both 
males wanting to date their partner again and the match between partners both wanting to see 
each other again. Finally, there was no evidence for our hypothesis that pupil synchrony could 
predict perceived trustworthiness (H4b).  
Discussion 
 Most research on partner selection and dating is done in a laboratory setting on a 
computer, while in almost all circumstances dating takes place in a much less controlled 
setting with real interactions. To bridge this gap, we aimed to find out if established dating 
theories (i.e. partner preferences, Attractiveness Halo Effect, (nonverbal) communication and 
expressions, mimicry and PS) hold up in a more realistic real-life dating experiment. We 
asked the following questions: What are males and females looking for in their partner? Is 
first impression really as important? To what extend can first impressions be altered 
effectively? What determines a successful first date? How does one know if their partner likes 
them? To answer these questions, the experiment combined questionnaires, behavioural 
expression and physiological measures during verbal and nonverbal interactions.  
DATING THEORIES IN REAL-LIFE BLIND DATE STUDY 34	
 First, we looked at what males and females are looking for in a partner. Sprecher and 
Regan (2002) found that people typically associate the qualities they want from their partner 
with their self-ratings, with a stronger trend for women (Sprecher & Regan, 2002). The self-
ratings of our participants, both males and females, were associated with their ratings of a 
hypothetical partner for humour, intelligence and trustworthiness, confirming our 
corresponding hypothesis (H1b). Furthermore, based on a study by Regan et al. (2000), which 
stated that attractiveness is seen as valuable in a potential partner and that it is seen as 
particularly important by males (Regan et al., 2000), we hypothesised that people, especially 
males, want a partner that is more attractive than they are (H1a). In line with this research and 
hypothesis, we found that both males and females wanted a partner that was more attractive. 
Additionally, while more attractive women wanted more attractive men, men always wanted 
an attractive partner, regardless of their own attractiveness. This also shows evidence for the 
stronger trend for women between self-ratings and partner preferences (H1b). Finally, we 
hypothesised that people would want a partner that scored higher than they rate themselves on 
humour, intelligence and trustworthiness (H1c), based on research that showed intrinsic 
qualities being deemed most important (Sprecher & Regan, 2002; Regan et al., 2002) and 
partner preferences typically being higher than one’s self-ratings (Figueredo et al., 2006). Our 
results partly confirm this hypothesis. Both women and men want a partner that is funnier 
than themselves, but only women want a partner that is also more trustworthy than they are. 
Neither men nor women necessarily want a partner more intelligent than they are.  
 Next, we investigated the importance of a first impression. We looked at first 
impressions and the Attractiveness Halo Effect, the bias that people who are perceived as 
more attractive, are also rated more positively on other aspects (Langlois et al., 2000). We 
hypothesised that the Attractiveness Halo Effect would occur after a first impression, meaning 
that people that were perceived as more attractive would also be rated a more favourable on 
other aspects (H2a). Looking at the correlations between attractiveness or liking and other 
ratings, this effect did indeed occur. More attractive partners were rated as being funnier, 
more similar in personality, having more of a connection, and a feeling of click, and more 
sexually attractive. Additionally, women but not men also rated more attractive partner as 
more intelligent. Furthermore, we hypothesised that first impression were more robust for 
males and that females were more likely to change their mind about wanting to see their 
partner again (H2b). This was based on a study by Bak (2010), which showed that when a 
picture of an attractive person was tied to a dating profile, males still showed the 
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Attractiveness Halo Effect bias even when they knew the picture was fake. Indeed, our results 
show that females changed their mind about wanting to date their partner again more often 
than males (16 females, 9 males). Specifically, 9 females compared to 5 males changed their 
mind from not wanting to date their partner to wanting to see their partner again and 7 females 
compared to 4 males changed their mind from wanting to see their partner again to not 
wanting to. Furthermore, when looking at the ratings, people do adjust their first impression 
ratings after interactions. For females it seems that especially a nonverbal interaction, where 
they are looking at their partner, has a positive effect on their opinions of their partner, 
increasing (sexual) attraction, click, liking and feeling more connected to the partner. Males’ 
scores for females seem to increase more in the verbal interaction, with click, liking, feeling a 
connection and intelligence increasing.  
To investigate this further, we conducted an exploratory analysis to see which ratings 
changed from first impression based on whether or not the participant changed their mind 
about wanting to date their partner again. The results should be taken with caution, as the 
amount of participants that changed their mind is relatively low. Here is seems that for 
females to positively change their mind about dating (from no to yes), their opinion about the 
male changed on a large amount of ratings (e.g. attraction, humour, intelligence, similar 
personality, connection, sexual attraction, click and liking). For males to positively change 
their mind, there merely had to be an increase in sexual attraction and click during the 
nonverbal interaction. Both genders change their mind negatively (from yes to no) when there 
is no improvement (but also not a significant decline) in their opinions of their partner.  
Further, we wanted to find out to what extent first impressions can be altered. Looking 
at (nonverbal) behaviour, Back and colleagues (2010) found that people generally are not 
good at reading signals that a potential partner like them, but rather base their belief whether 
or not the potential partner on their own interest in this person (Back et al., 2010). Thus, we 
hypothesised that there would be an inaccurate association between liking the partner and 
belief of being liked (H3a). Indeed, our results show a linear trend between liking and 
perceived being liked, while there was no significant relationship between liking and actually 
being liked.   
Burgoon and colleagues (1984) and Fichten and colleagues (2001) found that 
submissive and affiliative behaviours could signal “contact readiness” and feelings of, among 
others, attraction, intimacy and closeness (Burgoon et al., 1984; Fichten et al., 2001). 
Therefore, we hypothesised that submissive, affiliative behaviour could boost (H3b) and 
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reflect (H3c) sexual attraction, attraction and/or liking of the partner. The hypotheses were 
partly confirmed. When it comes to predicting whether someone likes their conversation 
partner, females’ submissive behaviour (smiling, laughter) positively reflected their attraction 
and liking, but not sexual attraction, toward their partner. However, contrary to our 
hypothesis, females’ affiliative behaviour (looking at the eyes and face) negatively reflected 
their liking, attraction and sexual attraction. A possible explanation for this finding that 
contradicts other research, could be that other than affiliative, eye contact is also seen as 
signalling dominance (Burgoon et al., 1984). Since we saw in our results that submissive 
behaviour does reflect attraction and liking, it would make sense that dominant behaviour 
does the opposite. Perhaps in this case the dominant characteristic of eye contact overrode the 
affiliative characteristic. Of course, this is speculative, and more research is needed. Moving 
on, males’ submissive behaviour reflected their sexual attraction (but not attraction or liking) 
towards their partner. Males’ affiliative behaviour did not reflect liking, attraction nor sexual 
attraction.  
When it comes to affecting a conversation partner, our results were only in line with 
the hypothesis for female sexual attraction. Namely, males’ affiliative and submissive 
behaviour positively affected females’ sexual attraction.  
All in all, a woman’s smile or laughter will show their attraction and liking. Further, if 
a woman looks away from their conversation partner’s face reflects they like and/or are 
(sexually) attracted to them. Males are harder to read and only their smile will give away their 
sexual attraction. To make a woman more sexually attracted, laughter and looking at their 
face will do the trick. However, other than that, submissive and/or affiliative does not 
significantly affect a partner’s opinion.  
Next, we looked at mimicry. Based on previously research which states that mimicry 
of behaviour occurs during conversations and tasks and is related to more positive 
relationships and smoother conversation (e.g. Fujiwara & Daibo, 2016; Chartrand & Bargh, 
1999), we hypothesised there would be behavioural mimicry within the dyad. We found that 
here is clear evidence for mimicry between smiling, laughter and head shaking. Additionally, 
there is an association between looking at each other’s faces and looking at each other’s 
heads, indicating social attention.  
Finally, we looked if PS affected opinions. Research shows that synchrony in HR 
within a dyad is related to positive relationships and contexts (e.g. Helm, Sbarra & Ferrer, 
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2014; Slovák et al., 2014), synchrony is pupil size is related to positive relationships (e.g. Kret 
et al., 2015) and synchrony in SC occurs during strong emotions and relationships (i.e. liking 
or disliking instead of neutral; e.g. Chaspari et al., 2015; Kaplan et al., 2011). Accordingly, 
we hypothesised that that synchrony in pupil size, SC and HR could predict liking, sexual 
attraction, attraction and date outcome (H4a). We found partial confirmation for our 
hypothesis. More specifically, females’ opinions were to some degree affected by PS (SC 
synchrony predicted sexual attraction, pupil size and HR synchrony predicted liking and pupil 
size synchrony predicted attraction), but males were not affected at all. Additionally, date 
outcome was affected by PS (specifically HR) only for men and for matching in wanting to 
see each other again. Furthermore, based on research which showed pupil size synchrony is 
related to trust (e.g. Kret et al., 2015), we hypothesised that that pupil synchrony could predict 
perceived trustworthiness (H4b). However, no evidence for this hypothesis was found.  
All in all, investigating established dating theories in a real-life dating experiment, 
combining questionnaires, behavioural expression and physiological measures, the current 
study provides evidence that most dating theories and concepts to a certain degree hold up in 
real-life contexts. Partner preferences seem to be in line with research; the Attractiveness 
Halo Effect occurred, more robust for males than females; participants were not accurate in 
guessing if they were liked by their partner, basing their belief on their own liking; submissive 
behaviour reflected liking, sexual attraction and attraction to some degree, however results 
regarding affiliative behaviour contradicted previous research; only female sexual attraction is 
affected by submissive and affiliative behaviour; there is evidence that mimicry occurs; PS 
affected females’ opinions, male date outcome and date outcome match.  
Limitations and Future Directions 
 One of the main limitations of the current study, is the loss of physiological data, 
which caused the exclusion of 15 dyads (30 participants). Additionally, during these analyses 
additional outliers (due to calibration issues) were excluded as well. This means our sample 
size was decreased by a fairly large number, giving us less datapoints to analyse and 
decreasing the generalizability of the results.  
 To add onto that, a bigger sample size would have been better. For example, when 
looking at the exploratory analysis that was conducted, the groups that changed their mind 
about wanting to date again were a relative small fraction of the sample. This means that the 
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results were very speculative and have to be looked at with caution. Since our exploratory 
analysis did yield some interesting results, perhaps it would be interesting for future research.  
 Another aspect that can be seen as a limitation is the fact that the study has been 
conducted on three different events. This means that the conditions were not the same, and in 
some cases fairly different from one dyad to the other. This could have an effect on general 
mood and atmosphere but also, for example, on measuring SC, as people at a festival sweat 
more and are dirtier than people at a science film festival. However, this could also be seen as 
a strength, as dating in real-life also takes place in different places and contexts and 
conducting the experiment in multiple different places can simulate this.  
 Finally, during our verbal condition, participants were allowed to talk freely about 
anything they wanted. There was a lot of variability between dyads in the conversations, some 
filled with awkward silences. On one hand, this is a strength as it is natural and simulates real-
life dates. But on the other hand, a guided verbal condition could have given some extra 
opportunities. For example, we could have participants reveal their job to their partner, which 
would have given us the opportunity to measure the effect SES has, particularly on women.  
 This final point could actually be interesting for future research. Including a guided 
verbal condition in a dating experiment (perhaps in addition to a more natural verbal 
condition) gives opportunity to investigate aspects that were harder to investigate in the 
current format, such as the effect of SES, an age gap, etc.  
 Furthermore, in this study we found that affiliative behaviour negatively reflected 
liking, attraction and sexual attraction, which was contradictory to previous research. We 
speculated that this could be due to eye contact being seen as dominant behaviour and that in 
this case the dominant characteristic of eye contact overrode the affiliative characteristic. 
Additionally, we saw a gender difference in that males reflect their sexual attraction with 
submissive behaviour, but other than that did not reflect and were unaffected by submissive 
and affiliative behaviour. Women reflected and were affected more. Future research is needed 
to investigate this contradictory result and this gender difference.  
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Appendix A 
Literature Overview Mimicry 
Reference Purpose Sample Real-life 
interaction/ 
time 
Procedure Behavioural 
measures 
Statistical 
Methods 
Results 
Cappella and 
Palmer 
(1990) 
Investigated the 
relationship between 
attraction and similarity 
in attitude between dyads. 
Additionally, the effect 
on verbal and nonverbal 
behaviour on this 
relationship was 
investigated. 
40 dyads (20 
stranger dyads, 
20 well-
acquainted 
dyads)  
Yes/30 
minutes 
Participants in the stranger dyads were 
shown an earlier filled in attitude 
survey, both their own and their 
partner’s, with the dissimilarities 
between them marked. Then they were 
seated together and had to talk about 
anything they wanted for 30 minutes.  
Similarity, 
noncontent 
speech, eye 
gaze, 
gestures, 
smiles and 
laughter, 
posture, 
involvement 
and 
satisfaction 
with the 
conversation 
MRA, 
“a 
regression 
version of 
two-way 
factorial 
ANOVA 
with 
orthogonally 
coded 
predictors” 
When the participants were more 
similar in attitude, they indicated 
being more attracted to each other 
and they were more satisfied with 
the conversation. Attitudinal 
similar participants showed more 
similarity in gaze and gestures 
than dissimilar participants.  
 
Chartrand and 
Bargh (1999) 
 
Investigated different 
aspects of the 
“Chameleon effect”, the 
nonconscious mimicry of 
another in a social 
interaction, in three 
experiments. 
 
1. 35 
participants  
 
 
 
 
2. 72 
participants 
(37 mimicking 
condition; 35 
control)  
 
 
3. 50 
participants 
 
1. yes/10 
minutes + 10 
minutes 
 
 
 
2. yes/15 
minutes 
 
 
 
 
 
3. yes/15 
minutes 
 
1. Participants engaged in two 
interactions with different confederates 
describing photographs. The 
confederates displayed mannerisms 
(rubbing face or shaking foot) and 
facial expressions (smile or not). 
2. Participants engaged in one 
interaction with a confederate 
describing photographs. Confederates 
mirrored the mannerisms of the 
participants (experimental) or 
performed neutral mannerisms 
(control). 
3. Participants completed the same 
photographs task with the confederate. 
This time the confederate displayed 
both mannerisms (rubbing face, 
shaking foot), with a neutral 
expression.  
 
1. Facial 
Expressions 
(smiles), 
mannerisms 
(rubbing face) 
 
2. Liking, 
smoothness of 
interaction 
 
 
 
 
3. Perspective 
taking,  
 
1. Repeated 
measures 
ANOVA 
 
 
 
2. 
Multivariate 
ANOVA 
 
 
 
 
3. Repeated 
measures 
ANOVA 
 
1. Participants smiled more if the 
confederate was smiling and 
people performed the action (face 
rubbing, foot shaking) the 
confederate was displaying more 
often. 
2. Participants being mimicked 
liked the confederate more and 
found the interaction more 
smooth than in the control 
condition. 
 
 
3. When participants scored high 
on perspective taking, they were 
more likely to mimic the face 
rubbing and foot shaking 
mannerisms of the confederate.  
Reference Purpose Sample Real-life Procedure Behavioural Statistical Results 
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interaction/ 
time 
measures Methods 
Farley (2014) Investigated whether 
nonverbal cues and 
nonconscious mimicry 
during an interaction with 
an attractive confederate 
were associated with 
romantic interest. 
Additionally, they looked 
at the effect of 
relationship status and 
self-reported love for that 
partner. 
53 male 
participants 
(25 single or in 
a new 
relationship, 
26 in an 
exclusive 
relationship, 2 
unknown)  
Yes/not 
mentioned 
Participants were paired with an 
attractive female confederate. She was 
“randomly” chosen as the interviewer. 
She proceeded to ask 15 questions, 
ranging from superficial to intimate. 
During the interview she touched her 
face every 15 seconds and touched her 
hair while asking each question.  
Head 
touching, 
other 
nonverbal 
actions, 
relationship 
status, 
pleasantness 
of voice, 
romantic 
interest, 
attractiveness, 
love for 
partner 
ANCOVA, 
partial 
correlation, 
independent 
sample t-test 
Participants not in a serious 
relationship smiled more than 
participants in an exclusive 
relationship. Participants with 
more romantic interest in the 
confederate showed more 
nonconscious mimicry. 
Participants that reported their 
love for their partner higher, 
showed less mimicry of the 
confederate. Finally, participants 
not in a committed relationship 
rated their romantic interest in the 
confederate higher.  
 
Fujiwara and 
Daibo (2016) 
 
Investigated if there was 
behavioural synchrony 
during a conversation. 
 
31 student 
dyads 
 
Yes/6 
minutes 
 
Participants engaged in a conversation, 
about any topic they wanted. Pseudo 
pairs, to compare, we created by 
isolating and re-combining clips of the 
interaction randomly.  
 
 
Body 
movements 
 
T-tests, one-
way 
ANOVA 
 
The genuine dyad was more 
synchronized in body movements 
than the pseudo pair.  
Grammer 
(1990) 
Investigated if certain 
nonverbal signals were a 
sign of interest in the 
opposite sex in a first 
meeting 
79 dyads 
(strangers) 
Yes/10 
minutes 
Participants were told they would be a 
part of an experiment, after which the 
experimenter received an “urgent 
phone-call” and left the room. The 
participants were then left alone for 10 
minutes. 
Laughter, 
posture, 
movements, 
interest in 
further 
contact with 
partner 
T-test, 
correlations, 
ANOVA 
Laughter is not directly related to 
interest. Postures and movement 
used to convey interest and how 
much interest they convey, is 
different between genders. 
Further, interested conveyed in 
some movements and posture is 
additive, so more movements/ 
postures means more interest. 
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Reference	 Purpose Sample Real-life 
interaction/ 
time 
Procedure Behavioural 
measures 
Statistical 
Methods 
Results 
Hess and 
Bourgeois 
(2010) 
Investigated the effect of 
gender and status on 
facial mimicry during an 
interaction, in two 
experiments 
1. 96 dyads 
(48 male, 48 
female) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. 72 dyads 
(mixed sex) 
1. Yes/ 
averagely 
183 seconds 
(ranging 30 
to 625 
seconds) 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Yes/ 
averagely 
185 seconds 
(ranging 30 
to 856 
seconds) 
 
1. Participants played a story-telling 
game, using cards. After, they filled in 
a questionnaire about an emotional 
memory they want to talk about in the 
experiment. In the experimental 
condition they were then given fake 
emotional intelligence score (one 
lower than the other) to manipulate 
status. The participant with the higher 
score was told to either listen or talk 
first. They then both told their story.  
2. Same procedure, but with mixed-
sex dyads.  
1. Facial 
EMG, 
emotional state 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Facial 
EMG, 
emotional state 
1. (Repeated 
measures) 
ANOVA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. (Repeated 
measures) 
ANOVA 
1. Females smile more than 
males. When there was a status 
difference, participants smiled 
more. Females mimicked the 
smiling of their partner in all 
conditions. Males mimicking was 
context-dependent, smiling more 
when the story was happy, rather 
than angry. Anger expressions 
(frowning) were not mimicked.  
 
2. Results were replicated. 
Kurzius and 
Borkenau 
(2015) 
Investigated the 
relationship between 
personality (Big Five, 
Affiliation and 
Dominance) and 
mimicking during an 
interaction.  
91 dyads 
(strangers, 29 
female, 30 
male and 32 
mixed-gender 
dyads) 
Yes/10 
minutes 
Participants had to engage in a role 
play where they had to divide four 
tasks. They were told to not accept it 
and argue why they should not have to 
do the task but had to eventually 
assign all tasks or it would lead to 
deduction of points and incentive. The 
were instructed to assign as many 
tasks as possible to the partner 
(competitive) or divide as fair as 
possible (cooperative). 
Behaviours, 
personality 
(Big Five, 
Affiliation, 
Dominance), 
task 
performance, 
liking. 
Multilevel 
models.  
Mimicry was mainly shown in 
positive and instrumental 
behaviours and facial 
expressions. Mimicry was 
influence by personality (e.g. 
Neuroticists mimicked more 
negative behaviours). Mimicking 
negative behaviours reduced 
performance, but mimicking 
positive behaviours did not affect 
it. Further, positive behaviours 
increased and negative 
behaviours decreased liking.  
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Reference Purpose Sample Real-life 
interaction/ 
time 
Procedure Behavioural 
measures 
Statistical 
Methods 
Results 
Lakin and 
Chartrand 
(2003) 
Investigates the 
relationship between 
affiliating and 
nonconscious 
behavioural mimicry, 
with two experiments. 
1. 53 
participants 
(students) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. 40 
participants 
(students) 
1. No/not 
mentioned 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Partial/ 
not 
mentioned 
1. Participants were either primed with 
affiliation words (nonconscious-
affiliation-goal condition), or not 
(conscious-affiliation-goal and no-goal 
condition). They then watched a video 
of a confederate performing 4 tasks 
and were told to remember the 
behaviours of the person. In the 
conscious-affiliation-goal condition 
they were told that they would later be 
working together with the person, and 
it was important they would work well 
together and get along. The 
confederate touched her face during 
the 4 tasks.  
2. Participants were primed (affiliation 
or no goal). Participants conducted 
two interviews with confederates, one 
online and one face-to-face. To 
simulate success or failure at the 
possible affiliation goal, the first 
online interviewee answered either 
positively or negatively. The face-to-
face interviewee answered neutrally 
and shook their foot throughout the 
interview.  
1.Face 
touching, goal 
(nonconscious-
affiliation, 
conscious-
affiliation, no-
goal). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Foot 
shaking, goal, 
liking 
1. ANOVA, 
planned 
comparisons 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. 
ANCOVA, 
ANOVA 
1. When in the conscious-
affiliation-goal or nonconscious-
affiliation-goal condition, 
participants touched their faces 
more than in the no-goal 
condition. There was no 
difference in amount between the 
two affiliation-goal conditions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Participants primed with the 
affiliation goal, were more likely 
to mimic the confederate in the 
second interview if they 
previously failed then if they 
were successful. Additionally, 
they were more likely to like and 
be liked by the second 
confederate if they failed earlier 
than if they were successful. 
There was no difference in the 
no-goal prime.  
 
Louwerse, 
Dale, Bard 
and Jeuniaux 
(2012) 
Investigated the extent of 
mimicry within different 
channels (linguistic, 
expressive, non-
expressive) that occur 
during naturalistic 
interaction and if this 
mimicry has social and 
communicative functions.  
24 dyads 
(students) 
Partial/not 
mentioned 
Each participant in a dyad was given a 
different map. One with a route and 
one without. On half of the maps all 
“landmarks” had the same shape, other 
maps had different shapes. The dyad 
had to communicate to recreate the 
route on the other map. Both had the 
role of giving instructions and of 
following instruction for 4 maps.  
Facial 
movements, 
gestures, face 
touching, 
language, 
landmark 
descriptions  
Cross-
recurrence 
analyses, 
Mixed-
effects 
regression 
analysis, t-
test 
Half the behaviours tested 
showed mimicry (the ones that 
did not were uncommon 
behaviours). The behaviours are 
within all the different modalities 
(Facial movements, gestures, 
linguistic expressions, postures). 
Further, convergence over time 
and social role characterised the 
mimicry. Additionally, when the 
task becomes harder, in most 
cases mimicry increases.  
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Reference Purpose Sample Real-life 
interaction/ 
time 
Procedure Behavioural 
measures 
Statistical 
Methods 
Results 
Murata, Saito, 
Schug, 
Ogawa and 
Kameda 
(2016) 
Investigated the 
relationship between 
contextual information 
(specifically, emotional 
state) and facial mimicry, 
in two experiments. 
1. 50 
participants 
(students) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. 51 
participants 
(students) 
1. No/ 5 
seconds x 8 
(intro) + 11 
seconds x 24 
(trials) 
 
 
 
 
2. No/ 5 
seconds x 8 
(intro) + 11 
seconds x 24 
(trials) 
1. Participants looked at 8 different 
faces in 8 blocks. In each block the 
same face was shown with different 
facial expressions. Participants were 
either shown instructions to decide 
what emotion the person was feeling 
(Emotion-Inference condition) or 
shown a fixation cross (passive 
condition), before each trial.  
2. The same as in experiment 1, but in 
the control condition participants are 
now asked to identify non-emotional 
traits (age, gender, etc.) rather than 
shown a fixation cross.  
 
1. EMG, 
emotion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. FACS, 
emotion 
1. GLMM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. GLMM 
1. In the Emotion-Inference 
condition, participants mimicked 
the facial expression of the 
people seen in the trial almost 
immediately after it appeared. 
This happened in lesser degree in 
the passive condition.  
 
 
2. Same results as experiment 1.  
Stel and Vonk 
(2010) 
Investigated whether 
mimicking had social 
benefits  
82 dyads 
(students) 
Yes/ 5 
minutes 
(prime) + 4 
minutes 
(interaction) 
A participant was either an observer or 
a target within the dyad. The target 
had to watch a video that either 
induced negative or positive emotion, 
while the observer either received 
instructions to mimic the partner or to 
suppress natural mimicking during the 
following interaction. In the 
interaction, the target had to explain 
the contents of the video, while the 
observer listened and could ask 
questions.  
Emotion, 
bonding, 
smoothness of 
interaction, 
 
Repeated 
measures 
ANOVA 
 
Both participants in the dyad felt 
closer to each other in the 
mimicry condition compared to 
the no mimicry condition. They 
also both felt that the 
conversation was smoother in the 
mimicry condition, targets even 
more so than observers. The 
participants were more 
emotionally attuned in the 
mimicry condition than in the no 
mimicry condition.  
Note. MRA = Multiple Regression Analysis, ANOVA = Analysis of Variance, ANCOVA = Analysis of Covariance, EMG = Electromyography, FACS = Facial Action Coding System, 
GLMM = Generalized Linear Mixed Model. 
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Appendix B 
Literature Overview Physiological Synchrony 
Reference Purpose Sample Real-life 
interaction/ time 
Procedure Physiological 
measures/ 
variables 
Statistical 
Methods 
Results 
Chaspari et 
al. (2015) 
Investigated PS during 
conversations with 
varying emotional 
intensities and if PS is 
correlated with 
relationship quality. 
19 married 
dyads + 8 
young 
romantic 
dyads 
Yes/Married: 40 
minutes, Couples: 
50 minutes 
Married: Gather baseline together 
and alone in room, discus events-
of-the-day, discus relation-ship 
history and finally, discus 
relationship issues that should be 
changed from both. Couples: 
Gather baseline by watching video, 
plan a date, discus one issue that 
should be changed and finally, 
discus a significant loss of each. 
 
EDA (SC)/ 
relationship 
quality  
Sparse EDA 
Synchrony 
Measure 
(SESM), 
multiple linear 
regression 
There was more synchrony 
during more intense discussions 
(change, history and loss 
conversations) than more 
neutral ones (events-of-the-day, 
date planning). Furthermore, 
synchrony is associated with 
attachment scores. 
Chatel-
Goldman, 
Congedo, 
Jutten, and 
Schwartz 
(2014) 
Investigated the effect 
of affective touch on PS 
and if PS is linked with 
empathy. 
14 romantic 
dyads 
Yes/20 minutes. 4 events, 2 positive, 2 negative, 
were identified. Couples were 
sitting with a screen between them. 
One had to remember an event, the 
other was notified which event and 
had to empathize, some trials were 
incongruent. First 5 trials they 
could not touch, the last 5 they had 
to touch hands/arms. 
 
Respiration, 
HR, EDA/ 
Empathy 
Cross-
Correlation, 
Two-way 
ANOVA 
There was more synchrony 
when the participants were 
touching. Furthermore, there 
was more synchrony when 
empathy scores were higher.  
Danyluck 
and Page-
Gould (2018) 
Investigated how 
perceived intergroup 
similarity or 
dissimilarity affected 
PS and friendship 
initiation. 
53 dyads Yes/15 minutes. One participant from East- and one 
South-Asian decent were paired. 
They were either primed with 
similarity or dissimilarity between 
the groups. They played a game. 
SNS-activity 
(PEP), HR/ 
Affiliative 
behaviour, 
friendship 
initiation  
Covariance 
matrix 
When primed with dissimilarity 
(not similarity), there was more 
PS, more affiliative behaviour 
and friendship initiation. 
Golland, 
Arzouan and 
Levit-Binnun 
(2015) 
Investigated if merely 
being in the same room 
as someone else affect 
PS. 
26 student 
triads 
Yes/22 minutes. Participants sat side-by-side, silent, 
and watch a positive and a negative 
movie, both preceded by a neutral 
movie.  
HR, EDA/ 
shared affect 
Inter-Subject 
Correlation 
Analysis. 
The emotional movies had 
similar effects on all the 
participants, but the participants 
in the same room showed more 
PS and shared affect.  
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Reference Purpose Sample Real-life 
interaction/ time 
Procedure Physiological 
measures/ 
variables 
Statistical 
Methods 
Results 
Ha et al. 
(2016) 
Investigated the 
synchrony in cortisol 
during a conflict and 
jealously interaction 
and the role supportive 
behaviour played.  
91 romantic 
adolescent 
dyads 
Yes/120 minutes Young couples had 3 
conversations. A neutral one, where 
they planned a party, a conflict 
topic and a conversation about 
jealousy. 
Cortisol/ 
Supportive 
Behaviour.  
Regression The baseline cortisol showed 
synchrony. Furthermore, more 
synchrony occurred in the 
conflict interaction when the 
couples had low levels op 
supportive behaviour.  
 
Helm, Sbarra 
and Ferrer 
(2012) 
Investigated PS during 
tasks which were 
designed to elicit 
coordination of 
physiological responses. 
32 romantic 
dyads 
Yes/6 minutes Baseline was taken. After, the 
couples had to do two tasks. First, 
they had to remain eye contact. 
Second, they had to attempt to 
synchronize their physiological 
responses 
Respiration, 
HR/ 
Attachment, 
Relationship 
Quality 
Coupled Linear 
Oscillator 
Model 
PS was shown in the gazing 
task. HR synchrony was even 
strong during baseline. 
Helm, Sbarra 
and Ferrer 
(2014) 
Investigated if PS 
occurs in coregulation 
of emotions and the 
influence of relationship 
quality. 
32 romantic 
dyads 
Yes/14 minutes Baseline was taken. After, the 
couples were blindfolded and had 
to have three conversations about a 
positive, neutral and negative topic.  
RSA/ 
Relationship 
Quality 
Cross-Lagged 
Panel Model 
RSA of participants was 
associated with partner’s 
previous RSA. This effect was 
stronger in couples with higher 
relationship quality.  
 
Kaplan, 
Burch, 
Bloom and 
Edelberg 
(1963) 
Investigated PS in 
groups of people who 
liked, disliked or were 
neutral to each other. 
3 peer tetrads Yes/225 minutes Group talked in 5 sessions about 
different topics relevant to their 
studies. 
GSR/ Liking Frequencies 
correlations, 
chi-squared 
PS was higher in the like and 
dislike relationships than in the 
neutral relationships. 
Konvalinka 
et al. (2011) 
Investigated PS 
between firewalkers, 
their acquaintances and 
random spectators.  
12 fire-
walkers, 9 
acquaintances, 
17 random 
spectators. 
 
Yes/60 minutes Baseline was taken a couple of 
hours before fire walk. Further 
measurement was during fire 
walking ritual.  
HR (Cross-) 
Recurrence 
Quantification 
Analysis 
PS occurred between the fire 
walkers and their 
acquaintances, but not with 
random spectators.   
Kret, Fischer 
and de Dreu 
(2015) 
Investigated the effects 
of a change in pupil size 
on trust and if being in- 
or out-group has 
influence. 
69 students No/4 seconds per 
trial  
Participants completed 96 trials in 
an investment trust game. Eyes of 
the “partner” were shown on the 
computer screen in several 
conditions (constricted, neutral or 
dilated).  
 
Pupil size Multilevel 
Modelling 
There was evidence for pupil 
mimicry of the pupil size of the 
partner. If the partner’s pupil 
was dilated and was in-group, 
there was more trust.  
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Reference Purpose Sample Real-life 
interaction/ time 
Procedure Physiological 
measures/ 
variables 
Statistical 
Methods 
Results 
Kret, 
Tomonaga, 
and 
Matsuzawa 
(2014) 
Investigated pupil 
mimicry in humans and 
in the chimpanzee and 
whether it is stronger 
within-species.  
8 
chimpanzees, 
18 humans. 
No/4 seconds per 
trial 
Images of eyes with dilating or 
constricting pupils of both species 
were shown to the participants.  
Pupil size Four-level 
Regression 
Model 
There was pupil mimicry in 
both species, when viewing 
either species. The effect was 
stronger when viewing own 
species. 
 
Levenson 
and Gottman 
(1983) 
Investigated to what 
extend physiological 
and affective patterns in 
naturalistic interactions 
explained marital 
satisfaction. 
30 married 
dyads 
Yes/130 minutes Baselines were taken. Participant 
engaged in two conversations, one 
about their day and one about a 
recurring problem between them. 
HR (IBI, 
PTT), SC, 
general 
somatic 
activity/ 
marital 
satisfaction 
 
Bivariate 
Time-Series 
Analysis. 
In the conflict interaction there 
was more PS in couples who 
were dissatisfied in there 
marriage.  
Marci, Ham, 
Moran and 
Orr (2007) 
Investigated PS 
between patient and 
therapist and the effect 
of empathy. 
20 patient-
therapist 
dyads 
Yes/45 minutes Therapy session while SC is 
recorded, patient fills out perceived 
empathy questionnaire afterwards 
SC/ perceived 
empathy 
Pearson 
correlations 
There was a positive correlation 
between PS and perceived 
empathy. Furthermore, during 
PS there were more positive 
social-emotional interactions.  
 
Mitkidis, 
McGraw, 
Roepstorff 
and Wallot 
(2015) 
Investigated the 
relationship between 
trust and PS. 
57 dyads Yes/4 times 10 
min. (task) + 35 
min. (PGG + 
questionnaires) 
Pairs had to construct aesthetically 
pleasing cars out of LEGOs (4 
times). In the experimental 
condition these sessions were 
followed by playing a Public Good 
Game to prime the participants to 
focus on the relationship with their 
partner and show trust. 
 
HR/ Trust Multivariate 
Recurrence 
Quantification 
Analysis 
(MVRQA) 
The dyads showed more PS 
when they were playing the 
PGG. Furthermore, the amount 
of PS was a significant 
predictor of expectation of the 
partner in the PGG, suggesting 
PS is a measure of 
interpersonal trust. 
Mønster, 
Håkonsson, 
Eskildsen 
and Wallot 
(2016) 
Investigated the 
relationship between 
PS, cooperative tasks 
and emotional 
dynamics. 
51 same-sex 
triads 
Yes/5 min. 
(baseline) + 5 
times 4 min (task) 
(+ ~45 min. 
questionnaires 
and instructions) 
The triads had to quietly construct 
origami sailboats, each completing 
one step in the sequence. The 
explanation was given by either a 
positive/active of negative/inactive 
instructor. After the third trial, they 
were shown a different way to 
construct and given the option to 
switch. The same happened the 
next (and last) trial. 
HR (ECG), 
SC (EDA), 
facial muscle 
activity 
(EMG)/ Team 
Cohesion  
Cross-
Recurrence 
Quantification 
Analysis 
(CRQA) 
There was more PS between 
members of the triad than 
between any random set of 
participants. SC synchrony was 
negatively related to team 
cohesion. Adopting the new 
technique was associated with a 
decrease in PS 
Reference Purpose Sample Real-life Procedure Physiological Statistical Results 
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interaction/ time measures/ 
variables 
Methods 
Papp, 
Pendry, 
Simon, and 
Adam (2013) 
Investigated the 
synchrony between 
married couples’ 
cortisol levels and the 
association with 
connectedness 
47 married 
dyads 
Yes/2 days The participants had to document 
their activities in a diary and give a 
salivary cortisol sample 7 times 
during the day.  
Cortisol/ 
Connectedness 
Dyadic 
Hierarchical 
Level 
Modeling 
Cortisol levels between the 
pairs was seen consistently. 
Furthermore, the couple 
spending more time together 
during the experiment was 
correlated with more PS. 
 
Reed, 
Randall, Post 
and Butler 
(2013) 
Investigated PS 
between couples during 
a conversation about 
health.  
44 romantic 
dyads 
Yes/20 minutes 
(conversation)+20 
minutes 
(watching back 
conversation) 
Participants had to have a 
conversation with their partner 
about the importance of a healthy 
lifestyle and the impact they have 
on each other’s health behaviour. 
Next, they individually watched 
their interaction back and rated how 
they were feeling using a dial.  
MBP, IBI, SC/ 
negative 
partner 
influence 
tactics on 
health 
Longitudinal 
dyadic model, 
MIXED 
procedure 
When there was low negative 
partner influence, PS of blood 
pressure was “anti-phase” 
(partners’ blood pressure went 
in opposite directions, possibly 
due to natural turn taking in 
conversation), while no PS was 
exhibited when there was high 
negative partner influence, and 
“in-phase” PS when withdraw 
behaviour was exhibited.  
 
Slovák, 
Tennent, 
Reeves and 
Fitzpatrick 
(2014) 
Investigated 
relationship between 
changes in emotional 
engagement and PS 
during conversations 
between friends. 
20 dyads of 
friends 
Yes/5 minutes 
(alone, think of 
topic) + 5 minutes 
(conversation) + 5 
minutes 
(ignoring)  
Friends were told to think of a 
meaningful topic that their friend 
could relate to, then they normally 
discussed the first topic, next the 
other person was secretly told to 
ignore the other person, avoid eye 
contact and only answer direct 
questions.  
SC (EDA)/ 
observed 
behaviour, 
emotional 
engagement 
Qualitative 
Analysis 
(comparing 
single session 
index (SSI) of 
PS and 
emotional 
engagement 
ratings), t-tests 
There was PS during periods of 
high emotional engagement 
within the conversation, there 
was more fluctuation during 
periods of low emotional 
engagement. Additionally, the 
interactions rated higher in 
emotional engagement overall 
showed higher PS.  
 
Thomsen and 
Gilbert 
(1997) 
Investigated the 
relationship between 
marital satisfaction and 
several personality and 
behavioural measures, 
as well as physiological 
measures and PS.  
32 married 
dyads 
Yes/5 minutes 
(baseline) + 15 
minutes 
(interaction) + 5 
minutes 
(baseline) + 15 
(watching back 
interaction) 
Participants had a conversation 
with their partner where they had to 
try to resolve one of two of the 
most severe issues within their 
marriage. After they had to watch 
the video of this interaction and 
make continuous ratings of how 
they felt during the interaction.  
HR, SC/ 
neuroticism, 
marital 
satisfaction, 
marital 
conflict, affect 
Bivariate Time 
Domain 
Analysis 
(BIVAR), 
MRA 
Low HR and/ or high SC in 
men was associated with higher 
marital satisfaction in women. 
Low SC in women had men 
with higher marital satisfaction. 
Synchronous HR & SC is 
associated with few problems 
with marital satisfaction. 
Note. PS = physiological synchrony; EDA = electrodermal activity; SC = skin conductance; HR = heart rate; SNS = sympathetic nervous system; PEP = Pre-Ejection Period, the time between 
ventricles contracting to opening of left ventricular valve, ejecting blood from heart; RSA = respiratory sinus arrhythmia; GSR = galvanic skin response; IBI = interbeat interval ; PTT = Pulse 
transmission time to the finger; ECG = electro-cardiogram; EMG = electro-myography; MBP = mean blood pressure. 
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Appendix C 
 Overview Literature Reviews PS and Mimicry 
Reference Purpose Amount of 
studies 
Key topics Conclusions 
Chartrand and 
Lakin (2013) 
Provides an overview of 
two themes in literature 
about mimicry: 
moderators and 
consequences 
Not explicitly 
mentioned, 
cited 189 
papers in total  
Mimicry, moderators, facilitators, 
inhibitors, consequences, individual, 
social, interactional synchrony, social 
contagion 
Mimicry between interaction partner increases when they already have a relationship, 
there is a want to affiliate and the partners are similar in personality. Further, it is 
moderated by individual differences (e.g. in prosociality) and mood. Consequences 
of mimicking include being liked more, increased persuasion (e.g. consumer 
preferences), affected self-regulatory abilities, reduced prejudice, etc.  
	
Feldman 
(2016) 
Provides an overview of 
attachment bonds in 
humans and the 
underlying neurobiology 
Not explicitly 
mentioned, 
cited 199 
papers in total 
Attachment, bonds, neuroimaging, 
parent-infant, pair-bonds, peers, 
conspecifics, neurobiology, 
biobehavioural synchrony, subcortical 
& cortical networks 
During social contact, biobehavioural synchrony occurs, more so with familiarity and 
becoming accustomed to patterns in this social contact. Humans draw reward and, 
therefore, dopamine from this synchrony. This is an important aspects of human 
attachment bonds. Biobehavioural synchrony is seen in parental, friendship and other 
relationship attachment bonds.  
 
Palumbo et al. 
(2016) 
Provides an overview of 
the existing work in PS 
literature and issues to be 
addressed in future 
research. 
61 papers Interpersonal autonomic physiology, 
physiological synchrony, dyadic 
interactions 
PS occurs independently from shared conditions, shared behaviour, psychosocial 
conditions (e.g. relationship type) and specific types of communication. PS is 
transient, it changes across contexts, conditions and time. Arousal levels may be 
moderating PS. PS can predict certain variable (empathy, team performance, 
dissatisfaction in marriage), but the outcome depends on the context and the type of 
PS. However, more research is needed.  
 
Timmons, 
Margolin and 
Saxbe (2015) 
Provides an overview of 
literature about PS in 
romantic relationships. 
24 papers Physiological synchrony/linkage, 
romantic relationships,  
PS is seen in a lot of different variables and contexts. It seems to be an important 
aspect of interpersonal relationships. PS was related to relationship connectedness, 
but also with dissatisfaction in relationships (i.e. cortisol). PS could be beneficial for 
relationship but could also be a risk of getting into patterns of conflict. PS is 
promising for application (e.g. intervention for couple functioning), but more 
research is needed.  
Notes. PS = Physiological Synchrony 
	
	 	
DATING THEORIES IN REAL-LIFE BLIND DATE STUDY 55	
Appendix D  
Information about the study  
Information for the participants: 
“Feel the Beat” 
 
Aim of the study 
  
This is a blind date experiment. The aim of this study is to test if we can measure how 
attracted you are to your partner based on your bodily responses. In contrast to normal speed 
dating, you will only meet one partner inside the ‘dating cabin’. If you wish to see your 
partner again, you will have the chance to write down your email address. Only if both of you 
will agree to exchange contact details, you will receive an email with the information about 
your partner a few days after Lowlands.   
 
Design of the study 
 
The whole experiment will last about 20 minutes. During the experiment you will have two 
“speed dates” (2 minutes each) with the same person; once you are allowed to speak to each 
other, once you are not.  
At different points during the date we will give you questionnaires to ask about how you feel 
about your partner. It is important that you will be honest in your answers. Your ratings will 
stay strictly confidential which means that they will not be shown to your partner or anyone 
else. In addition, throughout the date, we will film you with a webcam and measure your heart 
beat and skin conductance with electrodes that will be attached to your skin. Also, we will 
measure your pupil size with special glasses. All these measures are noninvasive and safe. In 
case you have hairs on your front upper body, we might need to shave small parts to attach the 
electrodes. Also, we will remove your eye make-up to have the best conditions to measure 
your eyes (and, of course, we want your potential partner to see your natural beauty!). You 
will have the opportunity to use a mascara and eyeliner afterwards if you want. 
A few weeks after the experiment, we will contact you to ask about your experiences during 
the experiment and whether you have had contact with your date after the study.     
 
Drawbacks and benefits for the participant 
There will be no financial compensation for participation, but as a compensation for your 
time, we offer you the opportunity to meet a potential dating partner and contribute to 
scientific research. This study mainly serves a scientific goal: Research in social cognition 
and human attraction. 
 
Voluntary participation 
Your participation is voluntary. If you give consent to participate in this study, you will 
always be able to withdraw that decision at any point in time. You will not owe the researcher 
any explanation and withdrawing will have no negative consequences for you. 
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Confidentiality of data 
You can be assured that all information and data that is acquired during this study is treated 
confidentially. All data will be stored with a number for identification. Only the researcher 
has access to the names that match the numbers. The outcomes of this study may be used for 
scientific publications, but you will under no circumstances be recognizable. 
 
Principal investigator: 
Dr. Mariska. E. Kret 
Telephone: +31 (0)71 527 6359 
e-mail: m.e.kret@fsw.leidenuniv.nl  
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Appendix E 
Informed written consent 
Consent Form 
For participation in the scientific study: “Feel the Beat”	
 	
I have read and understand the explanation and information provided to me. I have had all my 
questions answered to my satisfaction. I was given enough time to think about my decision to 
participate and I know I have the right to withdraw my consent at any time, without providing 
a reason for this.	
	
I answered the above questions truthfully and I voluntarily agree to participate in this 
study.	
	
Surname and initials             : ……………………………………………	
Date of birth                        : ……………………………………………	
	
Signature                              : ……………………………………………  Date: …………….	
	
	
I declare that I provided the participant with both oral and written information about this 
study. I declare that, if the participant withdraws his or her consent, this will have no 
influence on the care given to the participant. 	
	
Name            : ……………………………………………………………..	
Function       : …………………………………………………………......	
	
Signature      :……………………………………………………………….Date: 	
	
	
Principal investigator:	
Dr. Mariska. E. Kret	
Telephone: +31 (0)71 527 6359	
e-mail: m.e.kret@fsw.leidenuniv.nl	
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Appendix F 
Ratings 
Baseline	ratings:	
Please	rate	your	current	feelings	on	the	following	scales:		
	
1. How	shy	do	you	feel?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
2. How	awkward	do	you	feel?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
3. How	self-confident	do	you	feel?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
Please	rate	how	important	the	following	aspects	are	in	your	partner:		
1. How	attractive	should	your	partner	be?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
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2. How	funny	should	your	partner	be?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
	
3. How	intelligent	should	your	partner	be?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
	
4. How	trustworthy	(in	general)	should	your	partner	be?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
	
												5.					In	terms	of	personality,	how	similar	to	you	should	your	partner	be?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
	
Please	rate	how	you	see	yourself	:		
	
													1.		How	attractive	are	you?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
	
2. How	funny	are	you?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
	
3. How	intelligent	are	you?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
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4. How	trustworthy	(in	general)	are	you?	
1							2							3								4							5						6						7					8						9	
																		Not	at	all																																																																																			Very	Much	
	
	
	
Your First Impression:	
	
Please rate your partner at this moment:	
	
1. How much do you like your partner?	
                                 1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not at all                                                                                          Very much	
	
2. How much do you think your partner likes you?  	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not at all                                                                                          Very much	
	
	
Please rate your partner on the following aspects:	
	
3. How attractive is your partner?	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
     Not attractive at all                                                                         Very attractive	
	
4. How funny is your partner?	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not funny at all                                                                                Very funny	
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5. How intelligent is your partner?	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
     Not intelligent at all                                                                        Very intelligent	
	
	
6. How trustworthy (in general) is your partner?	
                                   1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not trustworthy at all                                                                      Very trustworthy	
	
	
             8.   How similar is your partner to you in terms of personality?	
                                      1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
     Not similar at all                                                                               Very similar	
	
9. Please rate your current feelings on the following scales: 	
	
	
       10.   How strongly connected do you feel towards your partner?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
       No connection at all                                                                  Very strong connection          	
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       11.   How strong is the sexual chemistry between you and your partner?	
                                         1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
                  Not at all                                                                                   Very Much	
	
	
      12.    How shy do you feel?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
                  Not at all                                                                                   Very Much	
	
	
13. How awkward do you feel?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
                  Not at all                                                                                   Very Much	
	
	
14. How self-confident do you feel?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
                  Not at all                                                                                   Very Much	
	
	
Please choose one of the two options: 	
	
15. Based on this first impression, would you be interested to have another date with this person? 	
Yes	
No	
	
16. Based on this first impression, do you think your partner is interested to have another date 
with you? 	
	
Yes	
No	
	
DATING THEORIES IN REAL-LIFE BLIND DATE STUDY 63	
The Verbal/Nonverbal Interaction Ratings:	
	
Please rate your partner at this moment:	
	
1. How much do you like your partner?	
                                 1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not at all                                                                                          Very much	
	
	
2. How much do you think your partner likes you?  	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not at all                                                                                          Very much	
	
	
Please rate your partner on the following aspects:	
	
3. How attractive is your partner?	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not attractive at all                                                                         Very attractive	
	
	
4. How funny is your partner?	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not funny at all                                                                                Very funny	
	
	
5. How intelligent is your partner?	
                                  1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
     Not intelligent at all                                                                        Very intelligent	
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6. How trustworthy (in general) is your partner?	
                                   1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
    Not trustworthy at all                                                                      Very trustworthy	
	
	
             8.   How similar is your partner to you in terms of personality?	
                                      1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
     Not similar at all                                                                               Very similar	
	
9. Specify what you have found attractive and unattractive about your partner during your verbal 
interaction: 	
	
	
	
Please rate your current feelings on the following scales: 	
	
	
	
10.   How strongly connected do you feel towards your partner?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
       No connection at all                                                                  Very strong connection          	
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11.   How strong is the sexual chemistry between you and your partner?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
                  Not at all                                                                              Very Much	
	
12.    How shy do you feel?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
                  Not shy at all                                                                         Very Much	
	
	
13.    How awkward do you feel?	
1       2       3        4       5      6      7     8      9	
                  Not awkward at all                                                                  Very Much	
	
Final Ratings:	
	
1. Would you be interested to have another date with this person? 	
YES	
 NO	
	
2. Do you think your partner is interested to have another date with you? 	
YES	
 NO	
	
Do you want to give your email address to your partner? If you wish to see your partner again, 
write down your email address.  Otherwise, leave the “email address” rows blank. Only if both 
of you have agreed to exchange contacts we will send you your partner’s contact via email 
AFTER the festival.  	
	
Email address: 	
                          -------------------------------	
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3. Did you know your dating partner before you entered the dating cabin? 	
	
a) YES                         b) A BIT             c)  NO	
	
If yes, specify how well you know this person: 	
	
4. Did you enjoy this experiment? 	
                      1      2      3       4      5     6     7    8     9                                       	
Not at all                                                                          Very much	
	
5. Can we contact you in a few weeks via email and ask you some questions about this 
experiment? 	
	
YES          if yes, please indicate your email address:	
NO	
	
	
6. Did you feel influenced by the investigators in any way?	
	
YES          if yes, please specify:	
NO	
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Appendix G 
Debrief 
Dear participant, 
 
Herewith, we would like to give you some extra information about our experiment ‘Feel the 
Beat’.  
In our study, we look at your bodily responses and what they tell us about the extent to what 
you like your partner. As you might have experienced during this experiment or previous 
dates, being attracted to and liking someone can be quite physical. For instance, you may 
experience an increased heartrate and have sweaty hands. 
Apart from these rather obvious changes, there are also more subtle ones that may tell us 
something about your feelings towards your partner. One of these changes is your pupil size, 
that is, the black part in the middle of your eye. Interestingly, your pupils not only change to 
differences in light, but also reflect your level of arousal. The more excited you are, the bigger 
your pupils. You cannot detect these changes by just looking in the mirror, because they are 
very small in the millimeter range. That is the reason why we need the special glasses you 
wore during the experiment.    
Of course, dating is not only about whether or not you like someone, but also about having a 
“click” with that person. Our aim is to measure this click with your body responses.  
Based on previous studies we believe that this click not only depends on your and your 
partner’s responses alone, but mostly about the two of you synchronizing them. That is, when 
your partner’s heartrate, sweating, and/or pupil size increases, do your responses increase as 
well?  
Research has shown that people (and even apes!) pick up each other’s body changes in close 
interactions, which is believed to support social bonding and building trust. For example, 
mothers and their infants have been shown to align their heartrate when they are in close 
contact. And even without physical contact, people experience similar pain sensations only by 
observing another person having pain.  
The ultimate goal of our study is to find a “map” of body responses that determine whether or 
not people like someone else and define the “chemistry” everybody refers to when talking 
about love. 
  
Principal investigator: 
Dr. Mariska. E. Kret 
Telephone: +31 (0)71 527 6359 
e-mail: m.e.kret@fsw.leidenuniv.nl 
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Appendix H 
Permission data use 
Permission for scientific use of your data 
 
Dear participant,  
 
With your permission we would like to use the video recordings of this experiment for a 
follow-up study. The purpose of this follow-up study is to show muted video recordings of 
your date to a group of independent subjects who will indicate whether you have matched 
with your partner or not. In this follow-up experiment, your identity and content of your 
conversation will sustain anonymous as videos will be completely muted. The participants 
will evaluate the outcome of your date based on nonverbal expressions only. Participants will 
not be told the results of your date, this information will also sustain strictly confidential. In 
order to carry out this follow-up research we would like to request permission from you to use 
your film clips. We clarify that the data from these clips will be used for scientific purposes 
only. 
 
 
Please indicate your answer by underlining the corresponding option: 
I hereby agree / not agree that my data may be used for the follow-up research. 
 
 
Name:                                             Signature:                                                Date: 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
Principal investigator 
Dr. Mariska. E. Kret 
+31 (0) 71 527 6359 
email: m.e.kret@fsw.leidenuniv.nl	HYPERLINK	"mailto:m.e.kret@fsw.leidenuniv.nl"	 
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Appendix I 
Set-up 
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Appendix J 
 
Table J1 
Pearson correlations of First Impression ratings (all participants) 
 Like Attr. Funny Intell. Trust. Similar 
Pers. 
Connect. Sex. 
Attr. 
Click 
Like -         
Attraction .845*** -        
Funny .424*** .424*** -       
Intelligent .269** .263** .316*** -      
Trustworthy .133 .098 .100 .613*** -     
Similar 
Personality 
.459*** .436*** .369*** .328*** .245** -    
Connection .592*** .532*** .348*** .182* .105 .576*** -   
Sexual 
Attraction 
.696*** .673*** .350*** .168 .115 .397*** .677*** -  
Click .631*** .615*** .404*** .282** .211* .789*** .749*** .782*** - 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  
 
Table J2 
Pearson correlations of First Impression ratings of Males 
 Like Attr. Funny Intell. Trust. Similar 
Pers. 
Connect. Sex. 
Attr. 
Click 
Like -         
Attraction .854*** -        
Funny .289* .360** -       
Intelligent .092 .130 .283* -      
Trustworthy .152 .144 .215 .677*** -     
Similar 
Personality 
.450*** .456*** .335** .267* .462*** -    
Connection .554*** .488*** .213 .087 .192 .628*** -   
Sexual 
Attraction 
.670*** .682*** .324** .142 .155 .467*** .642*** -  
Click .599*** .594*** .316** .253* .237 .501*** .767*** .766*** - 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  
 
Table J3 
Pearson correlations of First Impression ratings of Females 
 Like Attr. Funny Intell. Trust. Similar 
Pers. 
Connect. Sex. 
Attr. 
Click 
Like -         
Attraction .820*** -        
Funny .516*** .453*** -       
Intelligent  .398** .346** .338** -      
Trustworthy .075 .053 -.005 .560*** -     
Similar 
Personality 
.465*** .421*** .395** .385** .028 -    
Connection .570*** .511*** .445*** .248* .021 .522*** -   
Sexual 
Attraction 
.663*** .616*** .357** .168 .063 .322** .657*** -  
Click .614*** .592*** .465*** .295* .176 .468*** .704*** .769*** - 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  
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Appendix K 
Multilevel models 
Table K1 
Submissive behaviour, female attraction 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    1.337 14 147 .192 
Male Smile    2.249 1 147 .136 
Female Smile    4.029 1 147 .047 
Male Laugh    0.302 1 147 .584 
Female Laugh    1.305 1 147 .255 
Interaction Type    1.806 2 147 .168 
Interaction Type x Male Smile    0.071 2 147 .931 
Interaction Type x Female Smile    0.696 2 147 .500 
Interaction Type x Male Laugh    0.055 2 147 .946 
Interaction Type x Female Laugh    0.418 2 147 .659 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.811 .625 6.098 < .001 2.764 5.256 
 AR1 
Rho 
.791 .043 18.427 < .001 .691 .862 
 
 
Table K2 
Submissive behaviour, female liking 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    3.061 14 147 < .000 
Male Smile    1.133 1 147 .289 
Female Smile    .152 1 147 .697 
Male Laugh    .054 1 147 .816 
Female Laugh    9.927 1 147 .002 
Interaction Type    2.011 1 147 .138 
Interaction Type x Male Smile    .352 2 147 .704 
Interaction Type x Female Smile    1.165 2 147 .315 
Interaction Type x Male Laugh    .075 2 147 .928 
Interaction Type x Female Laugh    2.593 2 147 .078 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.240 .544 5.958 < .001 2.332 4.501 
 AR1 
Rho 
.825 .037 22.395 < .001 .738 .885 
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Table K3 
Submissive behaviour, male sexual attraction 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    1.446 14 146 .139 
Male Smile    3.991 1 146 .048 
Female Smile    2.905 1 146 .090 
Male Laugh    .167 1 146 .683 
Female Laugh    .003 1 146 .953 
Interaction Type    1.209 2 146 .301 
Interaction Type x Male Smile    3.400 2 146 .036 
Interaction Type x Female Smile    .426 2 146 .654 
Interaction Type x Male Laugh    .209 2 146 .812 
Interaction Type x Female Laugh    1.517 2 146 .223 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.678 .581 6.327 < .001 2.698 5.013 
 AR1 Rho .723 .056 12.996 < .001 .595 .815 
 
 
 
Table K4  
Submissive behaviour, female sexual attraction 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    2.370 14 147 .005 
Male Smile    .259 1 147 .612 
Female Smile    .170 1 147 .681 
Male Laugh    8.526 1 147 .004 
Female Laugh    .347 1 147 .557 
Interaction Type    4.583 2 147 .012 
Interaction Type x Male Smile    1.134 2 147 .324 
Interaction Type x Female Smile    .349 2 147 .706 
Interaction Type x Male Laugh    3.672 2 147 .028 
Interaction Type x Female Laugh    .529 2 147 .590 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.706 .599 6.189 < .001 2.700 5.086 
 AR1 Rho .768 .047 16.312 < .001 .659 .846 
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Table K5 
Affiliative behaviour, female attraction 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    1.785 14 21 .112 
Female looking at eyes    2.935 1 21 .101 
Male looking at eyes    .122 1 21 .730 
Female looking at face    12.003 1 21 .002 
Male looking at face    .792 1 21 .384 
Interaction Type    3.645 2 21 .044 
Interaction Type x Female at face    1.317 2 21 .289 
Interaction Type x Male at face    .329 2 21 .723 
Interaction Type x Female at eyes    .200 2 21 .820 
Interaction Type x Male at eyes    .312 2 21 .735 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
2.821 1.038 2.717 .007 1.372 5.803 
 AR1 Rho .722 .145 4.976 < .001 .307 .906 
 
 
Table K6.  
Affiliative behaviour, female liking 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    2.084 14 21 .062 
Female looking at eyes    3.269 1 21 .085 
Male looking at eyes    .055 1 21 .816 
Female looking at face    7.974 1 21 .010 
Male looking at face    .282 1 21 .601 
Interaction Type    2.049 2 21 .154 
Interaction Type x Female at face    .556 2 21 .582 
Interaction Type x Male at face    .500 2 21 .613 
Interaction Type x Female at eyes    .127 2 21 .881 
Interaction Type x Male at eyes    1.351 2 21 .281 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.329 1.287 2.587 .010 1.561 7.100 
 AR1 Rho .812 .107 7.606 < .001 .477 .941 
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Table K7 
Affiliative behaviour, female sexual attraction 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    3.789 14 21 .003 
Female looking at eyes    2.090 1 21 .163 
Male looking at eyes    3.320 1 21 .083 
Female looking at face    17.676 1 21 < .001 
Male looking at face    7.740 1 21 .011 
Interaction Type    6.426 2 21 .007 
Interaction Type x Female at face    .976 2 21 .393 
Interaction Type x Male at face    2.023 2 21 .157 
Interaction Type x Female at eyes    .121 2 21 .887 
Interaction Type x Male at eyes    .781 2 21 .471 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
2.611 .992 2.633 .008 1.240 5.496 
 AR1 Rho .822 .095 8.614 < .001 .527 .940 
 
 
Table K8 
Physiology, female sexual attraction, without EDA outliers 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    2.078 14 83 .021 
EDA synchrony    .579 1 83 .449 
Pupil synchrony    .634 1 83 .428 
ECG synchrony    .133 1 83 .716 
Interaction Type    1.868 2 83 .161 
Interaction Type x EDA synchr.    .621 2 83 .540 
Interaction Type x Pupil synchr.    1.372 2 83 .259 
Interaction Type x ECG synchr.    3.118 2 83 .049 
EDA synchr. x EDA lag    5.513 1 83 .021 
Pupil synchr. x Pupil lag    3.062 1 83 .084 
ECG synchr. x ECG lag    .013 1 83 .908 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.755 .746 5.036 < .001 2.545 5.542 
 AR1 Rho .753 .063 11.946 < .001 .601 .852 
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Table K9 
Physiology, female Liking  
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    3.045 14 114 .001 
EDA synchrony    .149 1 114 .700 
Pupil synchrony    .074 1 114 .786 
ECG synchrony    .001 1 114 .977 
Interaction Type    .705 2 114 .496 
Interaction Type x EDA synchr.    1.307 2 114 .275 
Interaction Type x Pupil synchr.    1.454 2 114 .238 
Interaction Type x ECG synchr.    .003 2 114 .997 
EDA synchr. x EDA lag    .046 1 114 .831 
Pupil synchr. x Pupil lag    17.755 1 114 < .001 
ECG synchr. x ECG lag    6.405 1 114 .013 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.135 .575 5.450 < .001 2.188 4.491 
 AR1 Rho .804 .047 16.971 < .001 .690 .879 
 
Table K10 
Physiology, female attraction, without pupil size outliers  
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    2.636 14 111 .002 
EDA synchrony    .165 1 111 .685 
Pupil synchrony    5.041 1 111 .027 
ECG synchrony    .679 1 111 .412 
Interaction Type    1.723 2 111 .183 
Interaction Type x EDA synchr.    .776 2 111 .463 
Interaction Type x Pupil synchr.    2.963 2 111 .056 
Interaction Type x ECG synchr.    2.001 2 111 .140 
EDA synchr. x EDA lag    2.315 1 111 .131 
Pupil synchr. x Pupil lag    6.925 1 111 .010 
ECG synchr. x ECG lag    .635 1 111 .427 
      95% Confidence 
Interval 
Random Factors Res. Eff. Estimat. SE Z p-value Lower Upper 
Repeated Measures AR1 
Diagonal 
3.651 .668 5.468 < .001 2.551 5.224 
 AR1 Rho .792 .050 15.922 < .001 .672 .871 
 
Table K11 
Physiology, male wants to date again, without ECG outliers  
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    1.443 6 116 .204 
EDA synchrony    3.138 1 116 .079 
Pupil synchrony    .000 1 116 .991 
ECG synchrony    1.431 1 116 .234 
EDA synchr. x EDA lag    .261 1 116 .610 
Pupil synchr. x Pupil lag    .198 1 116 .657 
ECG synchr. x ECG lag    5.073 1 116 .026 
Random Factors Residual Effect Estimate     
 Variance 1.063     
 
 
Table K12 
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Physiology, match date again, without ECG outliers 
Fixed Factors    F df1 df2 p-value 
Intercept    2.194 6 121 .048 
EDA synchrony    1.201 1 121 .275 
Pupil synchrony    2.186 1 121 .142 
ECG synchrony    .460 1 121 .499 
EDA synchr. x EDA lag    .552 1 121 .459 
Pupil synchr. x Pupil lag    2.071 1 121 .153 
ECG synchr. x ECG lag    11.124 1 121 .001 
Random Factors Residual Effect Estimate     
 Variance .886     
 
 
	
